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1Introduction
On the 17 September 2002, IFAD, in collaboration with the Belgian
Survival Fund Joint Programme (BSF-JP), organised a one day Seminar on
Rural Poverty Reduction - “Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies”- in Brussels.
About 70 participants, among them academicians, representatives from
DGIC (Ministry of Foreign Affairs – External Trade and Development Co-
operation), United Nations agencies based in Brussels and Non Government
Organisations, attended the seminar. The Seminar was attended also by His
Excellency Mr. E. Boutmans, Secretary of State for Development Co-
operation of the Kingdom of Belgium, His Excellency Mr C. Monnoyer,
Ambassador of the Kingdom of Belgium to the United Nations Agencies in
Rome, Mr. Lennart Båge, President of IFAD, Mr. Phrang Roy, Assistant
President of IFAD and some representatives of the Belgian Parliament.
The Seminar was part of a series of IFAD’s initiatives which aimed at
creating greater awareness about the centrality of rural poverty reduction
and the drive for reaching the millennium development goals and targets. It
also aimed at advocating IFAD’s role in the process and identifying major
concerns and constraints of reaching the targets. It was hoped that through
this seminar a greater awareness would be generated on critical poverty
reduction issues and that the forum of discussion would provide IFAD an
opportunity to further develop the IFAD-BSF Synergies in the context of
this unique partnership. The process is expected to generate a dialogue with
donors and develop a common basis for action.
In more specific terms, the seminar was aimed to:
·  ensure discussion and understanding of a broad spectrum of views on
rural poverty reduction;
·  improve our understanding and reach agreement on common
development objectives (Millennium Development Goals, IFAD and
BSF contributions);
·  increase the efficiency/impact of development assistance (role of
participatory planning and M&E); and
·  discuss the resources required (financing development to reach the
MDGs).
The seminar was structured to move from plenary discussion to thematic
group discussion, and converging again to a plenary discussion where
reports of the three discussion groups would be presented.
2The three main topics for discussion were introduced through the
presentation of a keynote paper and discussion on the paper during the
plenary. The identified themes were:
1. Moving beyond declaration and achieving the global targets in
poverty reduction. The idea of this topic was to examine what can be
done and achieved in concrete terms in relation to poverty reduction
and the expectations regarding the attainment of the MDGs. The issue
of rural poverty reduction as the core issue is expected to be raised
and implications for directing investment in the rural areas discussed.
This topic is also expected to raise the concerns regarding inter
agency collaboration based on common and shared understanding of
the issues.
2. Impact of programmes and project activities on rural poverty
reduction.  This topic focused on identifying opportunities and
discussing issues on making development interventions more
effective. The idea was also to examine the tools needed for efficient
monitoring and impact evaluation. This topic provided an opportunity
to discuss IFAD’s new Monitoring and Evaluation approach.
3. Financing for development. The third topic was aimed to see how
more resources could be mobilised to support rural poverty reduction
in the light of the Monterrey Conference and in the backdrop of signs
of diminishing volumes of official development assistance.
Three panels were constituted to discuss the three topics. The three panels
together built upon the assumption that: the international development
goals set the binding global development agenda from here to 2015. To
reach the goals, international development co-operation needs to enhance
the effectiveness of assistance provided and needs to secure the adequacy
of the financing of such development co-operation. Partnerships between
civil society organisations, bilateral assistance and multilateral assistance
will contribute to this enhanced effectiveness for reaching the goals, each
partner playing its respective complementary role. The process will need
greater support in the form of increased financial commitment from the
donor community.
The seminar started at 09:00 and was officially opened by the Belgian
Secretary of State for Development Co-operation and The President of
IFAD.
The speeches, the keynote address, the panel presentations and the minutes
of the discussion, as well as the concluding summary are recorded in this
3document. The document also contains the agenda of the seminar and the
list of participants based upon registration forms.
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7Your Excellency, Secretary of State,
Honorable Members of The Parliament,
Colleagues and friends,
I am honored to have the opportunity to open in this important Seminar on
Rural Poverty Reduction with special emphasis on Harvesting IFAD-BSF
Synergies.  Let me express my deep appreciation to you, Mr. Secretary of State,
and to your colleagues, for hosting this event in this famous and beautiful Egmont
Palace.
The theme of rural poverty is one that has been at the center of IFAD’s
mission throughout its twenty-five years of operations.  Last year we brought out a
Report on Rural Poverty which was based on our experience of supporting poverty
programmes in some 114 countries across the developing world.  The Poverty
Report was enriched by drawing on the insights of our partner institutions and by
inputs of senior scholars like Professor Michael Lipton of Sussex.
The Rural Poverty Report highlighted that of the 1.2 billion human beings
who live in extreme poverty, about three quarters, some 900 million, live in rural
areas depending on agriculture and related trades and services for their livelihood.
They include smallholder farmers and herders and above all, poor women who
account for the bulk of food production and yet own a small part of the assets.
Reducing rural poverty is therefore central to the Poverty Problematique.   
Mr. Secretary of State,
Two years ago, at the Millennium Summit world leaders recognized that
poverty on the current scale and intensity was no longer acceptable in a world
which over the last fifty years has become dramatically more productive and more
wealthy.  These world leaders? including the Prime Minister of Belgium, declared
their explicit commitment to reduce the proportion of those in poverty by half by
2015.
Sadly even as international attention and priority for combating poverty has
intensified, the support given to agriculture and the rural areas, where the bulk of
the poor live, has declined sharply.  A paper IFAD prepared for the Financing for
Development Conference in Monterrey earlier this year, showed that in the decade
between 1988 and 1999 ODA for agriculture fell by nearly a half.  Currently only
8% of bilateral assistance from DAC countries goes to agriculture.  Eight per cent
for supporting the livelihood of three-quarters of the poor!
In parallel with this decline in support for agriculture, during the 1990’s the
rate of poverty reduction also fell substantially, especially in Africa, compared to
8the previous two decades.  The current rate of poverty reduction is only about one
third that required to achieve the Millennium Summit poverty goal.
Fortunately over the last year the importance of agriculture and rural
development has started to gain the attention it merits.  Agriculture has for
example been highlighted in the New Partnership for African’s Development,
NEPAD, adopted last year by the African Union. It was also one of the central
themes at the Johannesburg Summit under the Secretary General’ s WEHAB
proposal.  The rural sector is also starting to be given greater priority in
development cooperation and now is being stressed by Ministers from both
developing and developed countries.  This is an extremely welcome trend. If we
are to achieve the Millennium Summit poverty goal, a strong focus is essential on
rural areas, where most of the poor live, and on agriculture, which provides them
their incomes.
Mr. Secretary of State,
Over its quarter century of operations IFAD has provided financing of nearly
USD 8 billion for over 600 poverty reduction programmes.  The total investment
costs of these programmes was about USD 22 billion with cofinancing by external
donors and by the host countries themselves providing the balance.  At our current
level of operations IFAD programmes reach about 10 million people each year.
Thus over the period 2000-2015 IFAD programmes will reach some 150 million
poor people, about one-fourth the total of the Millennium Summit poverty goal.  In
the light of this extensive experience on poverty, we are now seeking to play a
stronger catalytic role both in the context of national development and poverty
policies as well as in the wider international development dialogue.
Last year we formulated a Strategic Framework for our work over the next
four years. The Strategic Framework whose overall theme is Enabling the rural
poor to overcome their poverty highlights three objectives.  These are:
Strengthening the capacity of the rural poor and their organizations; improving
equitable access to productive natural resources and technology; and increasing
access to financial services and markets.
The Strategic Framework together with our Regional Strategies for Africa,
Asia and Latin America provide the foundation for IFAD for formulating its
operational programmes as well as for intensifying our cooperation with national,
bilateral and multilateral partners.  The potential for such cooperation has
increased greatly as our development partners have started to give greater attention
to the rural sector. For our part, we are eager to join hands with others in the
challenge of achieving the Millennium Summit goals.
9Mr. Secretary of State,
Poverty has many aspects, low productivity and incomes, lack of education,
health, access to drinking water and sanitation, above all a sense of powerlessness.
Reducing poverty must have an equal multidimensional character.  This requires a
balance in investments that address these needs and helps to create conditions in
which the poor can gain a voice in local decision-making.  What we might call
empowering the poor, especially women.
Health, sanitation and education are crucial in improving the lives of the
poor, especially in rural areas where health and education standards are typically
well below those in urban areas.  Yet, unless the poor can increase their
productivity and incomes, health and education services are unlikely to be
sustainable, especially in the light of the chronic budgetary difficulties of poor
countries.
Combining in a balanced way investment in social sectors with investment in
the productive sectors - which for the rural poor means agriculture, is a challenge
for development agencies and host Governments.
The partnership between Belgium and IFAD as illustrated by the BSF Joint
Programme is an important, perhaps unique, example of multilateral/bilateral
cooperation that responds to this challenge.
The BSF is a remarkable programme undertaken at the initiative of the
Parliament of Belgium and I would like to pay tribute to the vision of the
parliamentarians and the Government of Belgium in developing this programme.
The BSF Joint Programme brings together the BSF and IFAD as well as WHO,
UNFPA and the Popular Coalition.  It is based on the conviction that the poor need
balanced support for health and education as well as income generation to launch a
process of sustainable poverty reduction.  We in IFAD are proud to have been
entrusted with the responsibility of administering the BSF Joint Programme.
It is indeed heartening that the Strategic priorities of Belgium, the BSF
Strategic Framework and IFAD Strategic Framework are close and mutually
reinforcing.  In this regard I was happy to hear that a group of Belgian
Parliamentarians, under your lead, Mr. Secretary of State, had the opportunity to
see at first hand the difficulties and successes of several BSF projects in Tanzania.
Their insights and understanding will certainly strengthen further the long-term
partnership between Belgium and IFAD.
The BSF Joint Programme focuses on health, sanitation and basic social
services and IFAD’s support for productive activities of the poor in conflict and
post conflict  areas is complementary to this focus.  In these efforts the direct
participation of the poor is vital and our experience has underlined that promoting
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community level organizations provides the foundation for engaging in higher
level economic activities.
The Belgian Survival Fund has benefited not only from the vision of its
founders but from the dedication and expertise of those who have worked for it.  In
this context I would like to convey our condolences and pay tribute to Mr. Erik de
Bock our BSF colleague at the Belgian Directorate-General for International
Cooperation who passed away last month.  His qualities and personality helped to
establish strong and fruitful relationships. He will be greatly missed.
Mr. Secretary of State,
The Joint Programme has had some remarkable and innovative interventions.
We have prepared a short video on two recent interventions which will be shown
later in the morning. I would also like to mention specifically one project, the
UWESO in Uganda.  This is a project to help the children of AIDS victims, a
disease which has devastated the adult populations in many countries of southern
and eastern Africa, leaving behind only the very young and the old.
UWESO offers these orphans and their grandparents microfinance and
technical support to start income generating activities that allow them to earn
money for their food and for their educational and health needs.  The success of
the UWESO programme has encouraged its expansion and replication in other
areas to mobilize resources for orphans – perhaps the most tragic of the many
victims of the AIDS pandemic.
Mr. Secretary of State,
Resources for development, external as well as domestic, are very limited,
compared to the scale of poverty.  We must therefore try continually to improve
the impact of the resources entrusted to us.  One of IFAD’s key priorities in the
coming years is to enhance further the effectiveness and impact of our programmes
on the daily lives of the poor.
In response to this challenge we have been giving greater attention to
implementation issues and to building stronger and more varied partnerships
reaching out to civil society institutions, NGOs as well as commercial banks and
other private sector entities.  The External Review of IFAD, carried out recently in
the context of the Fund’s Sixth Replenishment negotiations, noted that “IFAD has
made direct and indirect contributions to achieving the Millennium Development
Goals of eradicating extreme poverty and hunger”.
While noting that “ IFAD has often successfully engaged in policy dialogue
with governments and other partners”, the External Review expressed the view
that “country presence, on a selective basis, merits the Fund’s careful further
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consideration”.  A more permanent field presence would enable IFAD to realize
more fully its catalytic potential and its ability to participate in the dialogue on
poverty policy, including the PRSP and UNDAF processes.
Unlike many other development agencies IFAD has never had a direct field
presence.  Of course, our operational staff spend considerable time in their
countries of responsibility and IFAD has also developed strong relationships with
other multilateral institutions with field offices as well as with NGOs and other
organizations working to combat poverty.  In the coming years we will enhance
what I may call such virtual field presence using modalities most suitable in the
context of conditions in different countries.
In addition, IFAD Member States are examining whether the Fund should
establish, in a limited number of countries, a more permanent local field presence.
If a consensus on this is reached then IFAD would use the opportunity to
strengthen the implementation of our programmes as well as intensify the Fund’s
contribution to country-level processes.
Mr. Secretary of State,
The series of international conferences culminating in the Millennium
Summit, the Financing for Development Conference and the Summit on
Sustainable Development have established the vision and specific goals for the
coming years.  The task before us is to translate this strong consensus into results
that make a real difference in the lives of the poor.  Implementation is now the
key.
I am sure that this Seminar on Rural Poverty Redaction with emphasis on
Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies can make a substantial contribution not only to
promote a better understanding between Belgium and IFAD, but help set the
directions for cooperation to end poverty on our planet.
Thank you.
Statement
by
H.E. Eddy Boutmans
Secretary of State for Development Cooperation
Brussels, Belgium
IFAD Seminar on Rural Poverty Reduction
“Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies”
Brussels, Palais d’Egmont
17 September 2002
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Monsieur le Président, Mesdames et Messieurs,
Avant tout je voudrais vous féliciter pour l'initiative que vous avez prise
d'entreprendre une campagne de sensibilisation et de mobilisation des partenaires
de la coopération au développement sur les problèmes de la pauvreté rurale. Le
présent atelier se situe en effet dans un cycle d'ateliers similaires dans plusieurs
villes européennes, à Washington et aussi dans plusieurs pays en développement.
Votre volonté de sensibilisation correspond bien à l'esprit de la grande
campagne du millénaire conçue par le PNUD et le professeur Sachs en
collaboration avec le Groupe du développement des Nations Unies et leur
Département des affaires économiques et sociales pour sensibiliser et mobiliser
non seulement les décideurs politiques mais aussi la population dans son ensemble
à la problématique du développement et de la lutte contre la pauvreté.
Nous nous situons en effet à la fin d'un long cycle de conférences
internationales et de sommets mondiaux.  Vous y avez fait référence, nous avons la
tête et le cœur pleins de bonnes résolutions, d'objectifs, de coalitions globales, de
nouveaux partenariats, de nouveaux traités internationaux. Nous avons rarement
eu, au cours des dernières années, autant d'événements autour du thème de la lutte
contre la pauvreté et du développement durable, des relations internationales
multilatérales, y compris commerciales. Mais maintenant que les feux de la rampe
s'éteignent et que chacun rentre chez soi,  des centaines de millions d'enfants et
d'adultes continuent à avoir faim. Pour des centaines de millions de personnes,
avoir un jour accès à l'eau potable n'est toujours qu'un espoir.
Une personne sur quatre vit encore dans la pauvreté absolue.  Alors,
arrêtons-nous un instant et demandons-nous, et maintenant? Nous savons que les
progrès vers les objectifs que nous nous étions fixés en 1996 lors du Sommet
mondial de l'alimentation sont insuffisants. Il en est de même par rapport aux
objectifs fixés à Rio en 1992. Nous savons déjà que le consensus de Monterrey ne
suffira pas pour réduire de moitié la pauvreté absolue vers 2015 et que les progrès
faits à Johannesburg - si progrès il y a - sont maigres. Ce qui manque, c'est une
volonté politique maintenue au-delà des grands moments.
Ainsi, l'engagement de consacrer 0.7 % de notre PNB à l’aide publique au
développement date d’il y a trente ans.  Le monde développé n’a pas réussi à le
concrétiser à Monterrey.   Je suis fier que notre pays se soit engagé à réaliser
l’objectif en 2010, bien que là aussi la volonté politique devra être maintenue
pendant plusieurs années, et pas seulement la semaine prochaine quand notre
gouvernement dressera le budget 2003.  Je vais en tout cas proposer de donner une
base légale à cet engagement.
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Les contraintes au développement sont si nombreuses, les besoins d'action si
variés, les solutions si complexes, les objectifs et engagements si nombreux !
Laissez-moi en citer quelques uns dans le désordre.  Nous devons libéraliser le
commerce, investir dans l’éducation, assurer les soins de santé à tous;  il faut
promouvoir l’accès à l’eau potable, dialoguer sur la bonne gouvernance, il faut
créer les conditions favorables aux investissements étrangers, il faut développer et
recapitaliser l’agriculture, il faut construire des routes, il  faut améliorer la
législation, il faut aider les coopératives de vente, il faut développer l’accès à
l’information, il faut supprimer les subsides à l’exportation, stabiliser l’économie,
mobiliser l’épargne intérieure des pays en développement, il faut arrêter les
conflits, il faut garantir la provenance des diamants, il faut annuler les dettes, il
faut … il faut laisser les pays partenaires et leurs populations décider eux-mêmes
de ce qu’il faut !
Devant un tel enchevêtrement de tenants et aboutissants, de causes et
d’effets, et après les échecs relatifs du passé, les acteurs de développement peuvent
rester perplexes et ne plus savoir par où commencer !  Certains se complaisent
d’ailleurs dans l’autosatisfaction, estimant que leurs activités répondent déjà
parfaitement aux objectifs du millénaire et qu’il n’y a rien à changer à leur
programme ou à leur manière de travailler.  On retrouve même cette attitude dans
le chef de certaines agences des Nations Unies, qui ont tendance à se cantonner
dans leur secteur et à négliger de coordonner leurs efforts avec d’autres acteurs
internationaux du développement.
Le développement agricole est une priorité parce que beaucoup de pauvres
vivent en zones rurales et agricoles et parce que l'agriculture contribue à réduire
l'insécurité alimentaire, parce que les agriculteurs sont des acteurs importants dans
l'entretien des ressources naturelles, parce que l'agriculture est une composante
importante de l'économie des pays en voie de développement et pour beaucoup
d'autres raisons qui seront débattues, je n'en doute pas, aujourd'hui. Mais vous
savez comme moi que même les investissements dans le secteur agricole de
beaucoup de pays en développement n'ont pas progressé.
La part des financements de la Banque Mondiale et d'autres grandes
institutions financières vers le secteur agricole, vous en avez fait mention, a baissé
spectaculairement au cours de la dernière décennie. L'évaluation de la rentabilité
financière et économique des projets n'a pas toujours été bonne, la complexité de
la mise en œuvre des projets agricoles a découragé certaines banques.  Les services
sociaux, tels que la santé ou l’enseignement ont pris relativement plus
d’importance.  Les gouvernements du Sud eux-mêmes ont parfois été partagés
entre les priorités urbaines et rurales …  Surtout en Afrique, le secteur privé n'a
que rarement investi dans la production d'aliments.  Le rôle moteur des États a été
affaibli et d'autres secteurs, tels l'enseignement et la santé, ont reçu la première
priorité parmi les moyens qui font de toute façon horriblement défaut. Les guerres,
le manque de volonté d'adresser politiquement certains problèmes comme celui de
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la propriété de la terre ou de la position des femmes, et bien sûr aussi les
conditions climatiques, ont contribué aux résultats insuffisants.
Certains donateurs affirment que plutôt que de restreindre la lutte contre la
pauvreté au développement agricole, c'est le développement rural dans son
ensemble qui est essentiel. La nuance se fonde sur le fait qu'il ne sert à rien de
vouloir placer 50% de la population dans l'agriculture sachant qu'au bout du
compte, il n'y aura de place que pour moins de 5 à 10% d'entre eux, voire moins.
QU’il convient au contraire de laisser l’espace agricole à ceux qui sont le plus à
même d’investir et de développer leur exploitation et leur capitale agricole, tandis
qu’autour de ces foyers de croissance, les pauvres développeraient des activités
rurales non agricoles.  Cependant, ce raisonnement néglige le fait que l'agriculture
est l'activité qui peut être la plus facilement intensifiée avec des techniques
relativement simples et qu'elle permet donc de produire l'accroissement de revenu
nécessaire pour sortir du piège de la pauvreté;  qu'elle est donc peut-être l'un des
moyens les plus rentables pour lutter contre la pauvreté, la clé pour construire
l'épargne suffisante et établir les bases d'une croissance durable. À son tour, le
développement agricole évoluerait alors vers le développement rural d'une manière
plus large.
Dans le même ordre d'idées, il existe un débat sur la capacité des plus
pauvres à mettre à profit l'aide investie sous forme de capital productif ou sur le
trickle-down des effets de l'aide vers les plus pauvres. Le débat devient alors
presque surréaliste sur le choix des bénéficiaires à cibler, entre les plus pauvres
parmi les pauvres ou les moins pauvres parmi les pauvres.  Nous avons vécu ce
débat il y a peu chez nous, lorsqu'un rapport d'évaluation critiquait certains projets
de notre Fonds de Survie, justement parce que les plus pauvres n’auraient pas été
atteints.  Ces questions vous tiennent certainement à cœur, Monsieur le Président,
puisque le Cadre stratégique 2002-2006 du FIDA s'intitule “Œuvrer pour que les
ruraux pauvres se libèrent de la pauvreté”.
Comme vous l'exposez dans votre Cadre stratégique, vous avez défini trois
grands objectifs pour mettre cette stratégie en œuvre: renforcer les capacités des
ruraux pauvres et de leurs organisations, promouvoir un accès équitable aux
ressources naturelles productives et à la technologie et élargir l'accès aux services
et aux marchés financiers.  Le récent examen externe de l'impact du FIDA sur le
terrain a mis en évidence que vos interventions ont un réel impact et que
l'approche participative et innovatrice sont des qualités dans lesquelles le FIDA se
distingue.  C’est une impression que je partage après avoir visité sur le terrain
plusieurs projets que notre Fonds de Survie a entrepris avec le FIDA.  Mais il a
également mis en évidence les contraintes qui sont les vôtres, du fait de n'avoir pas
de représentation locale et d'avoir un volume d'activités atteignant difficilement
une masse critique. Vos contraintes au niveau des ressources et du mode
d'intervention ne vous facilitent pas le travail, et la nécessité de positionner le
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FIDA de manière spécifique dans les efforts de développement, aussi bien que vos
efforts pour y parvenir,  doivent être soulignés.
Profitant de votre présence ici, Monsieur le Président, je souhaiterais
distinguer deux questions qui nous semblent importantes: la première concerne la
capacité du FIDA à participer au dialogue politique avec les gouvernements. Le
consensus de Monterrey a mis en évidence la responsabilité première des pays
dans leur propre développement, et notamment dans la création des conditions
générales favorables à la croissance économique et sociale. En appui aux efforts
des pays pour assumer positivement cette responsabilité, les bailleurs de fonds
s'engagent à accroître leur contribution financière, mais aussi à mener des
politiques qui ne minent pas celles des gouvernements en question et des autres
acteurs. Or, le FIDA n'a pas de présence permanente, vous l'avez dit, dans les pays
en développement, et son volume de financement relativement faible – le FIDA ne
met en œuvre que 0,3 % de l’Aide Publique au Développement dans le monde - ne
lui permet pas d'ouvrir des antennes locales permanentes. Nous le critiquerions
probablement s'il le faisait d'ailleurs.  Se pose néanmoins la question de savoir si
vos gestionnaires de portefeuille sont en mesure de consacrer assez de temps et
d'énergie à engager une étude approfondie dans les pays bénéficiaires eux-mêmes.
La plupart de ces gestionnaires ne sont d’ailleurs pas en situation d'engager un
dialogue avec les ministres concernés par le développement agricole et rural.
Comment le FIDA se propose-t’il donc de s'inscrire dans le dialogue avec le
gouvernement et la société civile d'un pays donné quant à son propre rôle dans le
développement, et dans le cadre général de sa politique de développement ?
Deuxièmement, le dialogue politique doit évidemment s'effectuer de manière
cohérente entre tous les partenaires, aussi bien avec la société civile qu'avec les
bailleurs de fonds et à fortiori entre les agences des Nations Unies.  Bien que la
convergence de la coordination des politiques et programmes soient avant tout de
la responsabilité des gouvernements, et s'expriment entre autres à travers le Cadre
stratégique de lutte contre la pauvreté, nous craignons que  les agences des Nations
Unies ne font pas encore assez d'efforts pour coordonner leurs programmes et
établir les synergies nécessaires.  Votre organisation échappe-t-elle à cette analyse,
par exemple par rapport à ses voisins de Rome? La FAO et le FIDA ne forment-ils
pas l'une, une agence technique, et l'autre, une institution financière, partageant des
objectifs communs, à savoir le développement agricole, la lutte contre la pauvreté
et l'insécurité alimentaire? Existe-t-il des stratégies communes ou concertées par
pays, les projets du FIDA sont-ils discutés toujours avec la FAO, ne serait-il plus
durable que les projets soient discutés avec des experts permanents de la FAO
peut-être plutôt qu'avec des consultants? Je sais que c'est un de vos soucis, on vous
encourage en tout cas à continuer dans cette voie.
Sur ces deux questions, à savoir, une présence de terrain plus effective pour
le dialogue politique et la coordination entre les agences des Nations Unies, je
voudrais affirmer l’intérêt que nous portons aux réflexions que mène notamment le
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Secrétaire-Général adjoint de l’ONU, Louise Fréchette, en matière de réforme du
système des Nations Unies.  Une partie de cette réforme concerne la représentation
des différentes agences des Nations Unies dans les pays partenaires.  Parmi les
idées qui circulent et qui seront peut-être proposées à l’Assemblée Générale
figurent le renforcement du système de Coordinateur-résident ou le regroupement
des représentations des différentes agences.  Nous attendons d’en savoir plus sur
cette réflexion, mais je pense que les propositions valent la peine d’être analysées
de près et qu’une organisation comme  le FIDA doit être profondément impliquée
dans cette réforme.  Les options proposées sont de nature à donner au FIDA
davantage de poids dans la coordination des interventions des Nations Unies, ce
qui renforcerait donc aussi son rôle catalyseur.  Elles lui donneraient plus de voix
dans le dialogue politique et dans l’élaboration des Cadres Stratégiques de Lutte
contre la Pauvreté.
En attendant les résultats de ces éventuelles réformes, nous devons tous les
jours veiller à ce que la qualité des projets que nous finançons soit excellente et
que nos interventions soient durables. Il est donc essentiel de veiller à ce que les
cycles de gestion soient correctement mis en application et qu'à chaque étape, la
qualité des interventions soit scrupuleusement analysée. Vous n'ignorez pas que les
problèmes de suivi et d'évaluation, de durabilité et de synergie avec les autres
donateurs sont des reproches qui sont faits régulièrement quel que soit le bailleur
de fonds.  Grâce à notre représentation permanente à Rome, Monsieur
l'Ambassadeur, je n'ignore pas qu'au cours de votre première année de mandat,
vous avez conçu et commencé à mettre en œuvre diverses améliorations au niveau
de l'opérationnalisation de stratégies régionales d'intervention du FIDA, que vous
vous êtes engagé à réétudier les arrangements avec les agences coopérantes, que
vous vous êtes engagé à étudier la question de l'allocation des ressources selon des
critères de performance, que vous vous êtes engagé à porter plus d'attention à la
mesure de l'impact.  Et nous ne pouvons que vous encourager à poursuivre ces
efforts.
Monsieur le Président, en 2005 le Fonds belge de survie réalisera une
évaluation de l'ensemble de ses partenariats. La sixième négociation sur la
reconstitution des ressources du FIDA, de son côté, a convenu qu'une évaluation
indépendante de l'impact des interventions du FIDA sur le terrain devrait avoir lieu
au cours de la période de cette sixième reconstitution. Si les améliorations et
engagements que vous avez pris sont menés à leur terme, ce dont nous ne doutons
pas, ces évaluations –dont j’espère qu’elles puissent être concertées et éviter les
doubles emplois - démontreront que le FIDA mérite de garder une place de tout
premier ordre parmi les autres agences des Nations Unies actuellement partenaires
du Fonds Belge de Survie.
Bien qu'il soit, je pense, méconnu du grand public, notre administration et les
ONG belges connaissent bien le FIDA.  Laissez-moi rappeler que plusieurs ONG
ici présentes sont ou ont été impliquées dans l'exécution de certains des projets, ont
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été partenaires des bénéficiaires de ces projets, ou encore ont participé à
l'élaboration de la stratégie de partenariat entre le Fonds Belge de Survie et le
FIDA.
La Belgique a contribué aux ressources initiales et aux reconstitutions
successives en assumant sa part de l'effort collectif.  Elle le fera aussi cette fois-ci.
En additionnant les contributions régulières et les contributions complémentaires
aux reconstitutions, la Belgique est d’ailleurs, en terme de pourcentage de son
PNB, parmi les tout premiers contributeurs au FIDA et, je pense Monsieur le
Président, que cela mérite d’être rappelé.
Nos contributions complémentaires proviennent essentiellement du Fonds
Belge de Survie.  D'une manière générale, ce Fonds, qui émane d’une initiative
parlementaire, finance un programme centré sur la réduction de la pauvreté dans le
cadre de l'amélioration de la sécurité alimentaire visant à s'attaquer aux causes
mêmes de la pauvreté. Ceci forme donc également la base de notre Programme
conjoint avec le FIDA qui intègre aussi des aspects de renforcement des capacités
locales et des capacités de gouvernance.  Le Fonds permet sans doute au FIDA
d’élargir son champ d’intervention vers des activités de santé ou de formation et
d’avoir une approche plus intégrée.  Nous sommes convaincus que cette approche
et le dialogue qu’il implique au sein du FIDA a eu des effets bénéfiques sur la
réflexion et la conception de ses interventions.  A l’inverse, le co-financement de
projets avec le FIDA permet au Fonds Belge de Survie d’avoir un effet de levier et
d’accroître l’impact de ses financements.  L’attention réciproque portée à ce
dialogue est donc un élément essentiel de notre partenariat.
Je peux donc sans hésiter conclure que nos réflexions partagées sur les
mêmes problématiques que nous abordons conjointement, témoignent de la
convergence de nos préoccupations, de nos espoirs et de nos volontés. C'est
pourquoi j'accueille avec intérêt et satisfaction la continuation du dialogue que
nous avons l'occasion aujourd'hui d'approfondir avec un grand nombre de nos
partenaires belges. Je vous souhaite donc à vous tous plein succès dans vos travaux
et vous remercie pour votre attention.
The Challenges of Poverty Reduction with Particular
Reference to Rural Poverty and Agricultural and sub-
Saharan Africa
Professor Eric Tollens
K.U. Leuven, Leuven
IFAD Seminar on Rural Poverty Reduction
“Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies”
Brussels, Palais d’Egmont
17 September 2002
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1. Introduction - the Issues and Setting
One out of five of the world inhabitants - about 1.2 billion people - live in extreme
poverty. This is now commonly understood as living with less than one dollar a
day1. Their poverty is not only a condition of low income, low consumption and
lack of assets. It is above all a condition of vulnerability, exclusion and
powerlessness 2.
More than two thirds of them are in Asia; South Asia alone accounts for nearly half
of them. About one fourth is in sub-Saharan Africa, and this share is expected to
increase. This paper focuses specifically on sub-Saharan Africa, not only because it
is in that part of the world that the greatest rural poverty reduction challenge lies,
but in particular because IFAD and the Belgian Survival Fund Joint Programme
(BSF.JP) target geographically in particular 16 sub-Saharan African countries.
Poverty is largely a rural phenomenon3 - some 900 million people - 75% of the
world's 1.2 billion extremely poor - live in rural areas. In sub-Sahara Africa, it is
80%. Rural poverty reduction must therefore be given priority if the Millennium
Development Goals (see box), particularly the one relating to poverty, are to be
met. And ending rural poverty is the core business of IFAD since its inception
since 1978. It is the only specialized agency of the United Nations exclusively
                                                
1 The "standard" dollar-a-day poverty threshold is commonly used for international comparisons.
This poverty line adjusts for differences across countries and times in Purchasing-Power-Parities
(PPP).  At this line, a person obtains a "global consumption bundle" worth USD 1 per person per
day in constant purchasing power of 1993.  For more on the measurement of poverty, identifying
the poor and adding the numbers up, we refer to IFAD (2001), pp. 18-20.
2 Throughout this paper, references are made to the following IFAD publications: IFAD,
March 2002, Enabling the Rural Poor to Overcome their Poverty, Rome; IFAD, 2001, Rural
Poverty Report 2001 - The Challenge of Ending Rural Poverty, Rome; IFAD, 2001, Assessment
of Rural Poverty, Western and Central Africa, and: 2002, Eastern and Southern Africa, Rome;
IFAD, 01 September 2000, IFAD and Belgian Survival Fund Joint Programme Strategy Paper
2001-2011, Rome.
3 The definition of rural as opposed to urban is important in the measurement of rural poverty.
National distinctions between rural and urban are arbitrary and varied (see IFAD (2001), pp. 17-
18).  The most common definition of the borderline is 5.000 persons, but it is 10.000 ore more, as
in Nigeria, or it depends on various characteristics, as in Brazil and China.  We explicitly
recognize the importance of peri-urban agriculture ("rural in an urban setting") and the increasing
difficulty of distinguishing between rural and urban.
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committed to the rural poor, hunger and malnutrition, by raising productivity and
incomes, and improving the quality of their lives4.
The United Nations Millennium Declaration (MDG)
The development goals of the Millennium Summit signify a determination of developed
and developing countries to, as the Millennium Declaration states, create an environment -
at the national and global levels alike - which is conducive to development and the
elimination of poverty. Among the most important of these goals is halving, between 1990
and 2015, the proportion of people whose incomes are less than one dollar per day, and the
proportion of people who suffer from hunger. Monitoring progress in reaching these goals
is the task of the entire United Nations system coordinated by the Department of Economic
and Social Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat and the United Nations Development
Programme and in close cooperation with the World Bank, the International Monetary
Fund and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.
Source: IFAD, Rural Poverty Report 2001, Rome.
Achieving the global targets in poverty reduction, taking into account the MDG,
the Monterrey declaration and the Jo'burg summit, is the subject of Panel I.  The
focus will be on moving beyond declarations, focusing on the realities, the
constraints, regions, priorities and actions of development agencies.
There is quite an academic debate whether poverty has reduced or increased over
the last two decades (Deaton, June 2002). Two recent World Bank reports came to
different conclusions on the evolution of poverty, on the basis of the same data set,
but different analytical methods (World Bank, 2001a) (World Bank, 2001b). And
both reports are truthful - poverty has lightly progressed from 1987 to 1998, and
has considerably regressed from 1980 to 1998. It all depends on how poverty is
measured in China and India. More than one-fourth of the poor in the world live in
India. According to Shaohua Chen and Martin Ravallion (2000), more than
200 million people in China have been lifted out of poverty during the last two
decades. Part of the problem is one of measurement on the basis of household
surveys, or on the basis of the national accounts of a country. Also, the World Bank
                                                
4 IFAD was founded as the result of a resolution of the 1974 World Food Conference.  Its prime
objective is to provide direct funding and mobilize additional resources for innovative, cost-
effective, replicable programmes that have sustainable impact on the conditions of the rural poor
in developing countries.  For a long time, IFAD was a lonely voice on rural poverty in the
international community.  Needless to say, IFAD has 24 years of experience in this subject, and
the IFA-BSF.JP has 15 years of accumulated information and know-how.  Their comparative
advantage and cost-effectiveness in this area are well recognized.  Moreover, IFAD has in the
multilateral development system one of the lowest overheads on its operations, with no field
offices and modest operational costs.  This makes IFAD unique in the United Nations system.
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is the only global institution publishing original estimates of the number of poor in
the world.
For the purposes of this paper, it suffices to state that for most of sub-Saharan
Africa, except for a few countries such as Ethiopia and Uganda, there has been
little poverty reduction since the late 1970s, but a fall in the exceptionally high
ratio's of rural to urban poverty.  Often some reduction in rural poverty is
accompanied by increased urban poverty as rural poor have moved to cities,
without finding employment and income there.  In contrast, successful rural
poverty reduction usually works by raising the productivity of the poor, while most
urban poverty alleviation efforts are welfare-oriented.  Moreover, rural poverty
alleviation may reduce migration, thus helping to reduce urban poverty.
It is now recognized that for some farming systems in marginal, resource poor
areas, the best strategy may still be to move to other, better endowed areas or cities.
This is now, for the first time I believe, explicitly recognized in FAO's pioneering
study on the link between farming systems and rural poverty (see John Dixon,
2002, http://www.fao.org/ag/magazine/GFSS.pdf).
Poverty is not an intrinsic attribute of people, but a product of livelihood systems
and the socio-political forces that shape them.
There is chronic and transient poverty, and they may demand different remedies.  A
household is chronically poor if its mean income is below the poverty line, while a
household is transitorily poor if its mean income is above the poverty line but its
annual income falls below the poverty line at least once during the period of
analysis.
There are intimate links between rural poverty, food security and agricultural
development.  But its name notwithstanding, IFAD is not dedicated to the
development of agriculture.  IFAD is dedicated to improving the incomes, food
security and livelihood security of rural poor people.  But most rural people find
their livelihood in agriculture, directly or indirectly.  The agricultural sector
contributes 30 to 80% to GDP (macro-economic development), employs 50% or
more of the active population, and represents 50% or more of exports.  Agriculture
is also the principal source of savings, taxes (mainly at export) and public finance.
Most sub-Saharan countries, with a few exceptions (Nigeria, Botswana, South
Africa, …), at the present stage of their development, are really agricultural states.
But agriculture is typically poorly performing, under-capitalized and not really
competitive at the international level.  Agricultural growth is only 2% per year for
25 African countries, and 4% in 17 other.
"Agriculture" is to be understood here in its broadest sense, comprising crop and
animal production, fisheries, forests and upstream and downstream sectors: agri-
business, the agri-food chain and transformation/processing of agricultural
products.  It includes smallholder- and peasant farm production as well as large
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plantation agriculture in the forest belt.  Agricultural development must thus be
seen in the context of an emerging value-adding chain and industrial development
rooted in agriculture.  Thus, smallholder agriculture figures prominently - but not
exclusively - in IFAD's operation in the region, because smallholder agriculture is
one of the mainstays of their livelihoods.  The point is to strengthen what rural
people consider essential in improving their livelihood security, including non-
agricultural activities where these are relevant and viable.
2. Agricultural growth, comparative advantage, stage of development and
industrialisation
Most countries in sub-Saharan Africa are rich in agricultural resources - they have
substantial natural assets for agriculture and have a definite comparative advantage
in the agricultural sector.  This depends very much on the stage of economic
development (< 1,000 USD/capita) as comparative advantage shifts in the course of
economic development.  This is also why industrialisation in the first stage must be
based on agriculture.  Continuous improvements in agricultural productivity then
open up opportunities for migration out of agriculture and diversifying industrial
development, particular via small- and medium-sized enterprises.  Several fast
growing industrialising Asian countries, such as China, Malaysia, Thailand, even
India are following this path.  And Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and some other
industrial countries have previously had rapid agricultural development as a pre-
condition for industrial development.  The case of Japan which had its agricultural
revolution in the period 1863-1912, which laid a sound basis for industrial
development is well documented (Yujiro Hayami et al., 1975).
The critical role of agriculture and agricultural development, leading to rural
poverty reduction, at the first stages of economic development, is nevertheless
often poorly understood.  The critical role of agricultural development can only be
well appreciated if one takes into account the following:
· the comparative advantage of the agricultural sector
· the capacity of the agricultural sector and agri-industries to absorb large
amounts of labour (as a parking ground for later industrialization) - no other
sector can do likewise
· the labour-intensive character of agriculture and agri-industries for modest
investments
· availability of adapted technologies at relatively low cost
· agriculture produces food crops which are at the basis of livelihood security
· the broad based income generation effects, and multiplier effects, which the
agricultural sector brings.  Agricultural growth is almost always equitable
(except maybe plantation agriculture) and often favours women,
particularly in food production and -processing.  A large number of people
share in its benefits.  Agricultural growth is thus high quality growth and
the quality of growth matters a lot.  Growth in other sectors of the economy
is also important, but it carries a much larger risk of increasing inequalities
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and resulting in uneven development, with a small number of people
capturing most of the benefits.  This can be said to be low quality growth.
Agricultural growth means assets accumulation by large numbers of
smallholders, increased productivities and expanding incomes for many,
and it is usually sustainable
· agricultural growth very much determines economic growth in sub-Saharan
countries, as such growth creates market opportunities for other sectors,
directly or indirectly.  Agriculture must thus be the engine of growth at the
present stage of development
· high quality growth is sustainable and PRO-poor, PRO-women and PRO-
environment.
Most developed countries have no comparative advantage in their agricultural
sector, which usually employs only 2-5% of the active population.  Because labour
is expensive, capital investment in agriculture is very high, and as a result, also
agricultural productivity.  But typically incomes in agriculture lag far behind those
in the other sectors of the economy ("the income disparity gap").  And because
farmers are well organized, and have strong lobbies, they receive protection and
large subsidies from their governments.
The total public support for agriculture in OECD-countries now amounts to about
one billion USD per day5.  And because of positive protection and export subsidies
from the industrialised countries, poor developing countries suffer in the realization
of their agricultural development and comparative advantage.  That "rich" countries
support the incomes of their farmers can be seen as their business, but that they also
give production-tied (coupled) subsidies and subsidize exports, and operate barriers
for agricultural imports from poor countries, and thus make it very difficult for
poor countries to lead an agricultural export-led economic growth strategy is
shameful and unethical.  For this reason, initiatives such as the European Union's
"Everything - but - arms" for the very poorest countries, which eliminates all
barriers on imports, need to be expanded to all poor developing countries where
agricultural development is their ticket out of rural poverty.  Moreover, the
transition period for sensitive products, presently up to 2006 for bananas and up to
2009 for rice and sugar appears quite long.
One also needs to recognize that poor agricultural performance in the past does not
exclude rapid spurs of agricultural growth in the future, e.g. the Green Revolution
in India in the late sixties and seventies.  Moreover, there are success stories in
agricultural performance in sub-Saharan Africa, e.g. cotton in West Africa, (e.g.
                                                
5 This contrasts sharply with total ODA-development aid which is around 55 billion USD per year.
Out of the total OECD-countries support for agriculture - 362 billion USD (or 1.4% of GDP)
about 80-90 billion USD goes to export subsidies, undermining the ability of developing countries
to compete effectively on world agricultural markets.
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Mali produces 600.000 ton, Benin over 400.000 ton), cocoa in Côte d'Ivoire (40%
of world production), rice production in the Office du Niger in Mali, onions in
Niger, cassava in Nigeria, cut flowers in Kenya, etc..  And all these successes point
to favourable investment- and marketing conditions, a large public supportive role,
and the importance of agricultural research, technology development, extension,
input delivery and credit6.
According to Nicholas Stern (2002), chief economist at the World Bank, the
investment climate - which leads to growth and poverty reduction, and
empowerment - which leads to poverty reduction, particularly via education (of
women), social protection (safety net) and inclusion in social organizations, are the
pillars for a strategy for pro-poor growth.  IFAD is particularly well placed for the
second pillar - empowerment (see further) but also supports the first.
It is only now that it is generally acknowledged that growth can only be truly
sustainable when poverty is explicitly taken into account.  And there is no viable
alternative for rural poverty reduction than smallholder development as an engine
of income growth.
3. Why do the rural poor matter and the nature of their poverty
As poverty in sub-Saharan Africa is mainly a rural phenomenon, the rural poor
really matter in agricultural development and, by extension, in overall economic
development. Experiences are that the poor, when given economic opportunities,
seize on it and respond to economic incentives. This has been shown time and
again, and warrants the focus on the rural poor as the foundation of economic
growth and development. As the poor respond eagerly to economic incentives, they
are efficient with the resources and technology at hand, save whenever they have a
chance and pay back credit on schedule. This has been confirmed in Grameen bank
type credit schemes in Africa and proves that poor rural people are creditworthy
risks and in the end, a good investment. But because there are so many rural poor,
and because the amounts involved per person or household are so small and the
poor lack collateral, administration costs can add up. This is why a local,
decentralised approach is needed and why commercial banks, usually located in
cities, are usually not interested in lending to them.
Lifting the rural poor out of their poverty, breaking the poverty circle, through
investments in their basic capital stock (physical, human, social) thus appears as
sound economic strategy with the added advantage that such economic growth is
high quality growth and by definition broad-based and equitable. But that lending
to the poor is potentially a wise investment is often not acknowledged.
                                                
6 IFPRI is presently documenting agricultural success stories in sub-Saharan Africa.
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But rising out of poverty is no guarantee against falling back into poverty. Civil
strife and war, natural disasters, financial crises, migration and degrading natural
resources disproportionately increase the insecurity and instability of the rural poor.
Thus, assets stand central in the ability to withstand shocks and cope with
vulnerability (see box). And it is the access to assets and free markets that matters.
The Centrality of Assets for Rural Poverty Reduction
IFAD's Rural Poverty Report 2001 states that increasing access to assets is crucial for
broad-based growth and poverty reduction. Assets take many forms - human and social
(education, health, organizations), natural (land, water and forests), technological (farm
production, processing and marketing methods), infrastructural (roads, communications,
health and education facilities, housing) and financial (crop sales and off-farm revenue,
investment and working capital, 'savings' in the form of livestock and stored commodities).
There is strong complementarity among asset categories. For example, building social
capital by strengthening farmers' groups and improving road and communications
networks can enhance the financial asset base. Secure land use rights can allow farmers to
invest in technology, leading to higher farm productivity and incomes. They may then
invest in improved health and nutrition status and their children's education.
Source: IFAD, Rural Poverty Report 2001, Rome
Assistance must focus on the assets of rural poor, enhance them and strengthen
them. This includes in particular human assets: better rural health training, and
education, but also physical assets: rural infrastructure development, access to
markets, improved soil fertility, access to safe water, and increasingly recognized,
social capital-access to and the quality of informal networks and local
organisations.  Social assets, through empowerment, inclusion in decision making
processes, mutual self-help mechanisms and mutual micro-finance are of vital
importance in coping with adversity.  And better technology must help to increase
productivity, reduce risks and enhance the stability of incomes.
Smallholders finance, technology, market organization and access to land and
water are the classic problems of rural development assistance. These problems
must be addressed in a systematic and comprehensive fashion, not haphazard or in
isolated cases. Only then can they bear directly on production and income of the
rural poor. And there is a large role for public sector institutions in this area, by the
provision of agricultural services such as research, extension, education, micro-
finance, infrastructure, market organization. But this needs to be coupled with
substantial private investment in the agricultural sector - particularly in services,
processing and trade. Thus the investment climate is important, as is empowerment.
According priority to the rural poor means taking on the challenges of a world that
is rapidly transforming, and assuring that the rural poor are not left behind. Global
interdependence, decentralization and rapid development of civil-society
organizations present many opportunities, provided the rural poor can influence the
institutions, policies and decisions that affect their lives. As things stand, the rural
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poor rarely choose or control the conditions under which they earn their
livelihoods. And among the highly diversified poor rural populations, one
significant group stands out: women. The majority of women still remain
economically and politically marginalized, although their contributions to the
resilience of rural households and their potential as agents of change have been
acknowledged.
We must therefore recognize that gaining control over major decisions that affect
his or her welfare (empowerment) is a key element of human dignity for any
individual. Thus, lack of access to assets and lack of reflection of the interests of
the rural poor in key political, economic and institutional processes - lack of
empowerment - go together. Both together are the immediate causes of rural
poverty. The problems of the rural poor are very often paternalistically viewed as
existing somehow outside the basic framework of market competitiveness and asset
accumulation - as being not rational persons or not motivated by income (as was
often the case in the colonial period).
4. The decline in international financing for agricultural development
International financing for agricultural development declined by nearly 40%. from
1988 to 1998 and is at an all time low as share of overall development aid. This
contrasts sharply with the centrality of agriculture as the primary livelihood for the
rural poor. Why then have so many donors turned away from agriculture and rural
development?  Even in the World Bank sponsored Poverty Reduction Strategy
Papers (PRSP), the agricultural sector is downplayed.
The World Bank lending is a case in point: in 1999-2000, only 8,5% of lending in
sub-Saharan Africa was spent on agriculture, as against 21,2% in the 1985-89
period (IFAD, 2001, p. 26). For most donors, the decline in agriculture's share
reflects the increased importance attached to social services and social and
economic infrastructure development. It also reflects the view by some that the
establishment of appropriate policy frameworks, which will induce private
investments, will sufficiently raise agricultural productivity and alleviate poverty.
This is however doubtful.
Many donors are of the opinion that there were too many failures - non-performing
projects - in agricultural and rural development, and that therefore new approaches
are needed.  This often results in more tied aid and less aid for public institutions
and public services.  The impression gathered is that we are back to trickle-down
theory, and that rural poverty, which is overwhelmingly a rural phenomenon, is
being attacked not via investments in its core activity, but via other, indirect
activities, or at the macro-economic level. Granted that policy improvements are
important, to be effective they need to be accompanied by investments in the sector
most concerned, either public or private. The declining support for agriculture is
thus extremely damaging to efforts to reduce poverty and hunger.
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Panel III focuses on financing for development, the mobilisation of resources for
poverty reduction, bringing together issues such as directing resources for
development towards people's priorities, bilateral assistance and debt relief, the
general issues of indebtedness, financing poverty reduction through multilateral
development agencies.
5. Important lessons learned - what works?
After more than a decade of structural adjustment (SAP) and economic
liberalization in sub-Saharan Africa, in the face of declining donor support for
agriculture and the rural sectors, and renewed emphasis on poverty reduction and
locally based development initiatives (e.g. NEPAD), important lessons have been
learned.
Hereafter follows a list, which largely reflects a personal assessment:
· trickle-down does not work for rural poverty reduction. Rapid economic
growth in one sector of the economy (e.g. mining, forestry exports, oil
production) usually does not affect the poor. Attacking rural poverty requires
broad based economic growth (e.g. smallholder agricultural development)
and specific targeted actions for the poor (e.g. micro-credit focused on
women).
· reduced public expenditures, such as as a result of SAP, affect first of all the
poor, because of increased health and education costs, and other
(unaffordable) public services. A public social protection safety net targeted
at the poor is absolutely necessary. But targeting is difficult, and without
targeting the costs may become prohibitive. But it is more important that the
very poor are reached, than that some non-poor also benefit from the scheme
(which is unavoidable).
· many African governments are reluctant to face-up straightforward to the
poor. They are still largely hidden, unacknowledged and without power. The
usual focus is still on the productive, educated, urban-based, male, assertive
part of the population. Giving the poor a voice, incorporation in public
programs, empowerment etc. is all too often left to NGOs and is not a public
concern. Also, the development potential of the poor, their capacity to save
and invest (very small sums) and to contribute to economic development is
still largely ignored. This also extends to university level courses in economic
development in African universities which often fail to address poverty,
poverty assessment and poverty reduction (as a subject, not as a by-product
of economic growth). The focus on poverty is still too much a concern of
northern donors and international institutions. There are a few exceptions:
Uganda, Ghana, South Africa,…
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"How does it affect the poor?" should be one of the most frequently asked
questions in ministries, but unfortunately it is not. Too many decision makers
are content with a statement that "… it will also benefit the poor" (ultimately
- via trickle down). Prioritising public investments by taking account of their
direct incidence on the poor, knowing that one Euro of income more for the
poor has much greater weight than one dollar more for the average citizen,
should become standard operating procedure if poverty alleviation is to be
taken seriously.
· agricultural development requires incentives (favourable prices) and publicly
supported agricultural services and institutions: agricultural research and
extension; agricultural education; input supply (e.g. seeds) to the extent that
the private sector is not performing; agricultural credit, particularly micro-
finance were private banks are non-performing; marketing infrastructure, in
particular roads, communication, transport. The critical role of the
government in agricultural development is often poorly understood.
· labour, particularly as it affects women in agriculture, is often a major
constraint on agricultural performance. Animal traction, also in transport,
small-scale post harvest operations (drying, milling, processing) and rural
water supply (pumps) can go a long way in alleviating the burden on women.
NGOs can play and play a major role in this respect.
· most agricultural research is "scale-positive" in the sense that the outcome of
research is more quickly and readily available to the large-scale farmers who
have better access to the requisite information, resources and credit
(Evans, 1998). Research on the impact of the Green Revolution showed that
larger farmers initially gained the most, but even the smallest farmers
eventually gained too, while the urban poor profited the most from the greater
availability and lower real prices of their staple foods.  Nevertheless, research
for innovations of specific advantage to the poor farmers has often failed, or
was not a success, or more endowed farmers took most of the advantage.
· often stability in yields, and less risk, is more important for the rural poor
than higher yields per se. There is still great potential in improved varieties -
resistant to pests, improved crop rotations, fallow management with legume
crops, small doses of organic and inorganic fertilizers for integrated soil
fertility management. And wrapping up fertility and pest resistance in the
seed rather than in agrochemicals, if feasible, helps sustainable management
of natural resources. Thus, pro-poor, sustainable technical progress should,
besides yield enhancement and labour-intensity, also seek robustness,
resilience and stability.
· in the economic liberalization and free trade environment of today, poor
farmers are more fully exposed to the demands of markets and vulnerable to
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their volatility. But market access is often difficult because of low population
densities in rural areas, remoteness from centres and high transport costs.
These are real physical barriers in accessing markets. And giving better
access to markets for the rural poor is often costly and difficult, particularly
in remote or enclaved areas.
IFAD's Agricultural Research Strategy
for the West and Central Africa Region
- Priority Areas
In terms of overall research priorities for the region, IFAD is attempting to focus more on
those areas which tend to be neglected in relation with its target group - resource-poor
smallholders including women.  Because of its strong focus on the rural poor, IFAD has
the potential to exert considerable leverage in agricultural research by focusing on on-farm
testing and verification of technologies for location-specificity - an area which may be
overlooked by other donors and the global research system.  Another general priority
concerns applied research with potential large impacts on IFAD's target group which
requires no farmer consent or which will feed directly into adaptive research.  Examples of
such research are: biological control of pests, particularly on crops of major interests to
West African smallholders, or on livestock; integrated pest management and plant health
management, which reduces the risk for (poor) farmers and which stabilizes yields over
time; post-harvest research, particularly on roots and tubers, bananas and plantains (starchy
staples), which has the potential of greatly reducing the labour burden on women, and
which extends conservation periods.
In terms of crops produced by the rural poor, highest priorities are: starchy staples: roots
and tubers, bananas and plantain, which are still orphan crops; grain legumes which are the
exclusive responsibility of women in many (but not all) countries - groundnuts, cowpeas,
soybeans, other beans and are very important from a nutritional point of view; and
vegetables which are also often the responsibility of women and quite important
nutritionally, and receive virtually no attention at present from research (despite the fact
that demand in investment projects for assistance in developing these crops is often much
stronger than for traditional staple crops).
In general, cereals are also important, particularly in the moist and dry savanna, but other
donors already focus heavily on cereals research.  Overall, cereals research receives a large
share of CGIAR funding, particularly maize, rice and wheat (the "Green Revolution"
crops), due to their undeniable global importance.  A major exception, however, is
sorghum and millet in the dry savanna and Sahel, and these are of particular importance for
farmers in marginal areas in these countries.
Livestock is also important for IFAD's target group: and, in particular, milk production
which is often dominated by women, while cattle husbandry in general already receives a
lot of funding and most of the benefits accrue to men.  Small ruminants, pigs, poultry and
fowl are also important because of their protein contribution to the diet.  Often the poorest
farmers, who are net buyers of cereals, get most of their cash income from the sale of
animals.
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In terms of cross-cutting issues in agricultural research, the following are very important:
soil and water conservation in dry areas, including improved irrigation management in the
Sahel; soil fertility and ecological sustainability, including agro-forestry; and the fight
against desertification in the dry savanna and Sahel.
Source: IFAD's agricultural research strategy for the West- and Central Africa Region,
Rome, January 1999.
· economic liberalization and private sector development have increased
"efficiency" in the economy, but the benefits are usually very unevenly
spread, and most of the poor do not benefit. Free market economics does not
necessarily lead to more equity, equitable income distribution, equal
opportunity or better access to vital public services. Often, to the contrary!
Private monopolies are also far worse than public monopolies. Minimal
public services (education, health, transport, credit, input supply) are needed
for addressing rural poverty. These services can be provided by private
entities, but there must be a minimal public financing and control. Because
targeting is difficult, often nothing (public) is done.
Importance of Social Science Research in IFAD's Agricultural Research Strategy
for the West- and Central Africa Region
IFAD strongly believes that a social science perspective is an essential element of applied
and adaptive research if it is to be relevant to the needs of resource-poor smallholders.
Research must be capable of improving the life of poor people, and the assessment of such
improvements requires social science research input.  This is a theme that needs to cut
across all applied and adaptive research in the region in the form of multi-disciplinary
work.
Regarding social science research itself, a number of issues are of great importance for
resource-poor smallholders in West- and Central Africa.  Access to rural financial services
for poor people is a major issue in all countries in the region.  There is a specific need for
more action research in the area of development of proximity approaches where rural
populations are sparse and it is difficult to deliver such services cost-effectively.
How to support agricultural marketing in an adverse environment, with lack of
competition, lack of transparency, poor marketing infrastructure, etc. which typically
prevail in the areas where most poor farmers live is under-researched.  Often, we do not
know how to support agricultural marketing in such circumstances in cost-effective and
sustainable ways.  While there has been a great deal of policy-level research on agricultural
marketing and food security issues, much remains to be done at the level of identifying
appropriate investment approaches.  Here again, action research with the accent on
"action" will be most useful.
Additional areas requiring the attention of social science research include: approaches to
rural decentralization and local development that ensure equitable devolution of decision-
making, including identification of best practices for organizing small farmers; returns to
labour in agriculture as compared to returns to land and the determinants of labour
productivity; gender as it affects the division of labour in the household; refinement and
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dissemination of project-level tools for assessing household food security interventions;
and the socio-economic factors determining adoption of particular technologies.
Source: IFAD's agricultural research strategy for the West- and Central Africa Region,
Rome, January 1999
· a conducive policy environment, good governance and thus good public
management is now more and more recognized as a necessary condition (but
not sufficient) for aid to really work. Burnside and Dollar (1997 and 1998)
have shown with panel data that aid spurs economic growth only in a good,
conducive policy environment. Moreover, in countries with relatively good
management, aid has a powerful effect on reducing infant mortality. There is
no effect in countries with weak economic management - evidenced by poor
property rights, high corruption, closed trade regimes, and macroeconomic
instability. And in such countries, development projects promoted by donors
tend to fail.
6. The Belgian Survival Fund and IFAD
The Belgian Survival Fund (BSF) mandate is to ensure the survival of populations
threatened by famine, malnutrition and underdevelopment in those Third World
areas having the greatest mortality rates from these causes.
The BSF.JP concept is oriented towards a comprehensive, integrated, participatory
and multisectoral approach aimed at enhancing and strengthening household food
security, nutritional status, local governance and the capacity of civil society,
focused on the rural poor.
Food security and nutritional status constitute an entry point to an integrated
approach, encompassing multiple elements such as production, marketing, access,
entitlement, intra-household distribution, basic social services and empowerment.
The strategy paper 2001-2011 of IFAD-BSF.JP indicates geographic targeting
combined with self-targeting of activities or loan packaging of interest to the rural
poor as the most effective targeting mechanism, likely to be more effective than
using exclusionary criteria.  Within the 16 countries eligible for BSF.JP
cofinancing, projects are specifically targeted towards the poorest subregions, those
that require special attention because of special reasons.  Targeting of potential
beneficiaries is to be achieved first through selection of the agro-ecological zones
and socio-economic conditions.  Within these limited subregions, target
beneficiaries specifically comprise the highly food-insecure and marginalized rural
dwellers who have minimal access to means of production, including land and
technology, off-farm income-generating activities, and financial or social services.
They include land-poor smallholders, landless people and female-headed
households.  Potential beneficiaries will thus be targeted through a participatory
and self-targeting mechanism.
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BSF experience in targeting consists mainly of:
· geographic targeting, which is largely but not exclusively carried out in the
design phase
· self-targeting: the selection of activities that are of concern to rural women
· gender-targeting: targeting women heads of households as a group with
special needs.
IFAD's strength in improving household food security and nutrition lies in
increasing agricultural production, particularly staple foods and enhancing income-
generation through institution building, including rural financial institutions and
targeted investments at both the micro and macro levels in agricultural technology,
processing, storage and marketing (IFAD-BSF.JP Strategy Paper 2001-2011).
Particular attention is devoted to strengthening the role and capacity of community-
based organizations, rural people's associations, farmer organizations, women
associations and indigenous people in order that they become more effective agents
for self-help development.  This is the essence of empowering them.
BSF will place more emphasis on evolving towards a process approach with built-
in flexibility and continuity as opposed to a top-down blue point approach.
Through a demand-driven process, activities that have the greatest impact on
household food security and nutrition, and that lead to higher disposable income
levels, will be prioritised periodically.
Microfinance development occupies an important place in IFAD's-BSF.JP, as it
does in many Belgian NGOs.  It is a powerful instrument to enhance the assets of
the poor, kick-start a process of asset accumulation, reduce vulnerability and
increase resilience.  The current approach is to generate unsubsidised, but non-
exploitative, microfinance markets through local peer-monitored intermediation.
This has had considerable success, but outreach to the very poor may conflict with
financial sustainability at least until the difficult problem of the interface between
informal and formal institutions has been solved.  This is why BSF grant resources
are so important, as they can be mixed with IFAD's regular (concessional) loan
resources, thus offering more favourable terms to the very poor, which allows them
access to microfinance services.
IFAD has adopted the logical framework as a standard project management tool
throughout the Funds's portfolio.  It is essentially a cause-and-effect model of how
project interventions will affect beneficiaries.  The responsibility for
implementation rests heavily with the local government and the target population.
IFAD has adopted a new monitoring and evaluation approach, which will allow
better impact assessment and hopefully increased effectiveness of aid resources.
This is the subject of a panel discussion (Panel II).
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7. Conclusions
Poverty is linked to frustrated capabilities due to asset deprivation, inability to
afford decent health and eduction and lack of power. Low consumption is only one
dimension, others are malnutrition, illiteracy, low life expectancy, insecurity,
powerlessness and low self-esteem.  Poverty is multidimensional and therefore
poverty reduction efforts must be multi-targeted - they must encompass economic,
social, political and institutional factors.  This makes poverty alleviation a most
difficult task, if one aims at sustainably lifting the poor out of poverty.
Agricultural change can work to reduce poverty, but only when linked to social
changes that give the poor greater power over the social factors that determine their
livelihoods.  Thus, the answer to rural poverty is not just agriculture, although this
is a big part of the story.  Equally important are empowerment and a favourable
investment climate, also for the poor, which creates an enabling environment and
incentives.  The main challenge is to enable the rural poor in helping themselves
out of poverty through increased access to resources (assets), markets and
institutions.  This is a daunting task.  If we fail, we will have in a decade or less a
major focus on urban poverty, as the rural poor will have undoubtedly moved to the
cities, where welfare services are usually better.  But the rural poor offer much
better prospects in economic self-sustaining, equitable development (quality
economic growth) through agricultural and rural non-farm (often farm related)
productive activities.  Once they join the urban poor, it becomes more difficult to
put them on a sustainable path out of poverty, as they may settle in an urban
welfare safety set, even if there are big holes in it and if it is far from adequate.  If
we don't lift the rural poor out of their precarious situation over the next decade, the
task awaiting the international community may be even more daunting and
impossible.  This is why a PRO-poor, PRO-women, PRO-environment approach to
agricultural development is so important.
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• Introduction – the Issues and Setting
• One out of five in the world – 1.2 billion people – live in
extreme poverty ( < one USD/day)
• It is above all of condition of vulnerability, exclusion and
powerlessness
• More than 2/3 in Asia: 1/2 in South Asia
1/4 in SSA but this share will ­
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• Focus is on SSA as IFAD.BSF.JP targets 16 SSA countries
• Poverty is a rural phenomenon – 75%; in SSA: 80%
• Rural poverty is the core business of IFAD since 1978
• Rural poverty reduction is a must for the MDG
• The MDG: between 1990 and 2015: halving the proportion of
people whose incomes are < one USD/day, and the
proportion of people suffering from hunger
5
• Panel I: achieving the global targets in poverty reduction
®  how to do it?!   What sort of actions
• Academic debate whether poverty has reduced or increased
since 1980. Major successes (200 million less) in China
• SSA: little or no poverty reduction. Only a fall in rural poverty
but more urban poverty
• Urban poverty alleviation is more welfare oriented than rural
poverty alleviation
6
• For some farming systems in marginal, resource poor areas,
migration is the best (cfr. FAO pioneering study)
• Poverty is a product of livelihood systems and the socio-
political forces that shape them
• There is chronic and transient poverty
• Rural poverty, food security and agricultural development are
intimately linked. Why?
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• Most rural people find their livelihood in agriculture, directly or
indirectly
• Most SSA countries are really agricultural states
• But agriculture is typically poorly performing, under-
capitalized and uncompetitive
8
• Ag. growth is only 2% for 25 SSA countries; 4% in 17 other
• Agriculture is to be understood in a broad sense
• The point is to strengthen what rural people consider
essential in improving their livelihood security
9
• Agricultural growth, comparative advantage, stage of
development and industrialisation
• Most countries in SSA have a definite comparative
advantage in agriculture
• This depends very much on the stage of economic
development
• In the first stage, industrialisation must be based on
agriculture
• This is the Asian example
• Rapid agric. development is a pre-condition for industrial
development
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• The critical role of ag. development in rural poverty reduction:
– the comparative advantage of the agricultural sector
– the capacity of the agricultural sector and agri-industries to
absorb large amounts of labour (as a parking ground for
later industrialization)
– the labour-intensive character of agriculture and agri-
industries for modest investments
– availability of adapted technologies at relatively low cost
11
– agriculture produces food crops which are at the basis of
livelihood security
– the broad based income generation effects, and multiplier
effects, which the agricultural sector brings. Agricultural
growth is almost always equitable and often favours
women. Agricultural growth is thus «high quality growth»
– high quality growth is sustainable and PRO-poor, PRO-
women and PRO-environment
– agricultural growth very much determines economic
growth in SSA
12
• Most developed, industrialized countries have no comp.
advantage in ag. sector. There is an income disparity gap for
the ag. sector
• Total public support for agriculture in OECD-countries is one
billion USD/day « ODA aid: 55 billion USD/year
• 80-90 billion USD goes to export subsidies ® uneven
competition – no level playing field
• Barriers for ag. imports ® difficult to lead an agricultural
export-led economic growth strategy
• « Everything – but – arms » is a very useful first step
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• Poor ag.performance in the past does not preclude future
rapid ag. growth
• There are success stories of ag. development in SSA
• The investment climate for agric. + empowerment are critical
• Growth is only really sustainable when it is PRO-poor, PRO-
women, PRO-environment and thus PRO-agriculture
14
• Why do the rural poor matter and the nature of their
poverty
• Poverty in SSA is mainly a rural phenomenon
• The rural poor really matter in ag. development and can be
the foundation of economic growth. The poor are a good
investment
15
• To break the poverty circle, need to invest in their basic
capital stock (physical, human, social) ® high quality growth
• Falling back in poverty is possible because of (external)
shocks
• The centrality of assets for rural poverty reduction and coping
with vulnerability
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• Assistance must focus on the assets of the poor and on
technology to help increase productivity, reduce risks and
enhance stability of incomes
• Large role of public sector institutions in rural development:
ag. services, empowerment, infrastructure. It needs to be
coupled with private investment
• Focus on women (farmers): resilience, food security,
nutrition, agents of change
17
• The decline in international financing for ag.
development
• International financing for ag. development is at an all time
low as a share of development aid (1988-1998: -40%)
• Even in PRSP, the ag. sector is downplayed
• 1999-2000: WB-lending in SSA for agr.: 8,5%
• Why? spending on social services, budget support, policy
frameworks ® trickle-down?
18
• Too many failures in ag. development! New approaches!
• More tied aid and less aid for public institutions and public
services
• Often, no direct attack on rural poverty
• Panel III: financing for development
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• Important lessons learned – what works?
• Trickle-down alone does not work for rural poverty reduction
– need targeting; but redistribution only without increasing
national income is not sustainable. Economic growth still
matters...
• Reduced public expenditures (SAP) affect first of all the poor
(health, education, ag. services). Need a public social
protection safety net targeted at the poor. Also, reduction of
vulnerability is crucial.  Poverty is not the same as
vulnerability.
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• Many African governments do not face-up to the poor
« How does it affect the poor? » should be the most FAQ
Usually ® it will also benefit the poor
One Euro + for the poor is more than one Euro + for the
average citizen
• Ag. development requires incentives, public ag. services and
institutions, and capacity building
• Labour (women) is often a major constraint
21
• Most ag. research is « scale-positive » - need to focus on
the poor
• Stability of yields, less risk, is often more important.
Improved varieties still important. Integrated soil fertility
management, IPM, local farmer knowledge.
Robustness, resilience, stability
• Market access for the poor often major constraint –
remoteness, enclaved, high transport costs
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• Private sector development not necessarily benefits the
poor. Private monopolies can be worse than public
monopolies. Minimal public services, redistribution,
correction of the market… are needed for rural poverty
alleviation
• A conducive policy environment, good governance is
necessary but not sufficient for aid to work. Local
participation of the target group is crucial. Often, local
government matters more for the poor than the central
government
23
• The Belgian Survival Fund (BSF) and IFAD
• The BSF.JP concept is oriented towards a comprehensive,
integrated, participatory and multisectoral approach aimed at
enhancing and strengthening household food security,
nutritional status, local governance and the capacity of civil
society, focused on the rural poor.
• Food security and nutritional status constitute an entry point
to an integrated approach, encompassing multiple elements
such as production, marketing, access, entitlement, intra-
household distribution, basic social services and
empowerment.
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• The strategy paper 2001-2011 IFAD-BSF.JP includes
targeting the rural poor as:
– geographic targeting, which is largely but not exclusively
carried out in the design phase
– self-targeting: the selection of activities that are of
concern to rural women
– gender-targeting: targeting women heads of households
as a group with special needs
49
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• IFAD's strength in improving household food security and
nutrition lies in increasing agricultural production, particularly
staple foods and enhancing income-generation through
institution building, including rural financial institutions and
targeted investments at both the micro and macro levels in
agricultural technology, processing, storage and marketing.
Particular attention is devoted to strengthening the role and
capacity of community-based organizations. This is the
essence of empowering them.
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• Process approach, bottom-up: flexible and continuous.
Demand-driven (participatory)
• Microfinance development – powerful instrument
• Unsubsidised, but non-exploitative – local peer – monitored
financial intermediation
• Problem of financial sustainability
• Importance of BSF grant resources (mixing)
• Logical framework = cause – and – effect model
• New monitoring and evaluation approach: Panel II
27
• Conclusions
• Poverty is linked to frustrated capabilities due to asset
deprivation, inability to afford decent health and education
and lack of power. Low consumption is only one dimension,
others are malnutrition, illiteracy, low life expectancy,
insecurity, powerlessness and low self-esteem.
• Poverty is multidimensional and therefore poverty reduction
efforts must be multi-targeted - they must encompass
economic, social, political and institutional factors.
50
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• Agricultural change can work to reduce poverty, but only
when linked to social changes that give the poor greater
power over the social factors that determine their livelihoods.
• The answer to rural poverty is not just agriculture, although
this is a big part of the story. Equally important are
empowerment and a favourable  investment climate, also for
the poor, which creates an enabling environment and
incentives (investment climate).
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• The main challenge is to enable the rural poor in helping
themselves out of poverty through increased access to
resources (assets), markets and institutions. This is a
daunting task. If we fail, we will have in a decade or less a
major focus on urban poverty. But the rural poor offer much
better prospects in economic self-sustaining, equitable
development (quality economic growth) through agricultural
and rural non-farm (often farm related) productive activities.
This is why a PRO-poor, PRO-women, PRO-environment
approach to agricultural development is so important.
Thank you very much.
PANEL I
“Moving Beyond Declaration and
Achieving the Global Targets in Poverty
Reduction”
Panelists: Prof. Eric Tollens (Chairman)
Mr Atiqur Rahman (Rapporteur)
Mr Bernard De Schrevel
Mr Thierry Kesteloot
Mr Marek Poznansky
IFAD Seminar on Rural Poverty Reduction
“Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies”
Brussels, Palais d’Egmont
17 September 2002
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Panel I Panel Conclusions
Millennium Goals are not unrealistic.  There is a need to have a focus effort in
partnership between the North and the South and to give a priority to poverty
reduction.
How to reach those goals?  Key words did emerge during our panel:
· Targeting : How to reach the poor?
· Empowerment of the poor people :
Through various gate such as
- Local (farmers organization), regional and international level. The question is
      how to reach a commitment that is locally based and to spread it at all levels.
- Decentralisation.
- Give capacity to the poor (education, human resources, dignity to the people).
- Political power to the poor with a right to protect and defend themselves
(especially in the WTO considering poor countries).
· Coherence in policy :
- Between donators (UN agencies, countries,etc.).
- In our agriculture policies in the North towards the South.  WTO is a central
tool concerning that question (dumping, subsidies in agriculture, exports, etc).
Was the 1994 Marrakech agreement ever implemented ?
- Play the game under rules (what about prices stability ?)
- Raise the public aid commitment of the international community (Doha,
Monterey and the 0.7%).
·  Diversity : take into account the diversity of situations.
· Technology : use the appropriate technology.  Local form of technology needs
to be spread out.  A way to achieve such a proposal is to use the farmer
organizations and help them to structure their organization.
The panel concludes that as it was said in the morning session by Professor E.
Tollens: “Poor are good investment”.  It can be summarized as a minimum of
resources and technology input to gain a maximum of productivity. If “we”, the
North and the South, stay business as usual, nothing will move forward to reach the
Millennium Goals.
PANEL II
“Impact of Programme and/or Project
Activities”
Panelists: Prof. Patrick Kolsteren (Chairman)
Mr François Lemmens
          Mr Jean-Yves Standaert
         Mr Patrick Vanderhulst (Rapporteur)
IFAD Seminar on Rural Poverty Reduction
“Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies”
Brussels, Palais d’Egmont
17 September 2002
59
PANEL II - LIST OF MEMBERS
¨ Prof. Kolsteren
Professor and Head of Nutrition Department
Institute of Tropical Medicine (ITM)
¨ G. Deschuytener
Chef du service de coopération multilatérale avec les
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Technical Officer - WHO
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Officer-in-Charge – UNIC
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Panel II Panel Conclusions
1. Evaluation is useful, in particular for project management purposes.  It
improves programme implementation for reaching the specific objectives. The
usefulness of the evaluation is determined by the degree of learning it provides
the project actors with.  Well conducted it can lead to empowerment, self-
determination and can increase the degree of ownership of the target group.
Measuring final effects (usually referred-to as impact) is not feasible, too
difficult and not informative.
2. Impact evaluation is difficult.  First of all it does not provide proof and can
only relate programme activities to effect (or impact) if information on the
assumptions or confounding factors is available.  This is a time consuming
exercise, expensive and often donor-driven.  That does not mean that it should
not be done but rather that the effect evaluation should be well justified and that
one aims at providing a plausible explanation. The advantage of impact
evaluation is that it focuses on the population and evaluates to what degree a
project has indeed been of benefit to them.  The degree to what extent the
project had an effect should be a learning process to improve decision-making
later and not serve as an alibi to sanction.
3. It is important to accept different actors in evaluation. It is a process in which
all actors should take part and be able to find the answers to their questions.
4. Different methodologies exist and it is not clear what the
advantages/disadvantages of them are.  It is clear that the evaluation method
should enable participation of all actors and should be a self-learning process
that can enhance empowerment.  This will provide an answer to the observation
that recommendations are slow to be translated in a renewed programme
design.  There is also a strong felt need expressed by agencies for
methodological support to increase their capacity to go beyond the mere
performance evaluation and towards a plausibility evaluation.
5. The evaluations should be well designed from the start so that baseline
information is available and can be used to do pre/post evaluations.
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Effective Development Finance
depends on a compact of:
· effective poverty reduction strategies, e.g. PRSPs
· participation of Civil Society
· government commitment, including resources from
debt relief
· effective ODA:
- bilateral and multilateral resources
-   enabling environment
Effective Poverty Reduction Strategies:
· Uganda as a good example, with PRSP
· Strengths:
- participation is basic element – voices of the poor
- country ownership of strategic priorities and policy framework
- built on previous strategy work
- establishment of Poverty Action Fund
- plan for modernisation of agriculture, liberalisation and privatisation
· Weaknesses to be addressed:
- need to de-link PRSP from HIPC DI
· countries without previous strategy work
· bridge the gap between theory and reality vis a vis commitment for poverty reduction
- weak ex-ante analysis of impact on the poor
- lack of right strategy “menu”, also for women
- lack of transition system from micro-finance to rural finance system,
importance of rural capital accumulation (appropriate for 3 segment of
rural population)
- need for safety nets
-   need for attention to governance: corruption
Government Commitment to include
resources from Debt Relief
· Analysis shows:
- scope for dept reduction to supplement present fiscal resources
- scope and need for debt reduction to supplement ODA
- problem of equity: HIPCs vs non-HIPCs LICs
· Requirements:
- long-term commitment: debt relief and ODA
- relationship to absorptive capacity of countries
- equity among countries,  with respect to human development needs
- link to human development needs, rather than debt/export ratio
- efficiency: maintain incentive for government, with parsimonious
conditionality
- multilateral framework
· Way forward: review the HIPC DI design, and use the criteria of
comprehensiveness, additionality and safeguarding financial integrity of
IFIs. The PAIR (Prospective Aid and Indebtedness Relief) initiative is a
possible way forward, involving 23 donor countries and 49 LICs.
Bilateral Perspective
· International Conferences are important channel for bilateral
influence on development effectiveness
· Monterrey and Johannesburg raised hopes (resources) but
challenges remained:
- the main one is to translate commitments into effective
mobilisation of resources
· In addition some commitments are yet to be met:
- increase invest resources for agriculture and its
infrastructure
- financing of global public goods
- principles for private sector engagement
· Framework for common approach between multilateral and
bilateral actions (starting with EU)
Multilateral Perspective
· Investment in “capacities of the poor and their organisation”
leads to growth with poverty reduction
· New framework for development cooperation: MDGs, PRSPs,
Monterrey (resources, policy reform, partnership)
· IFIs policy needs to:
- ensure adequacy (quantity and quality) of IFI development
finance
- move to performance based allocations
- in this context, keep NEEDS as important criteria
- differentiate its approach for weak performers and strong
performers (co-responsibility between donor and recipient
countries)
appropriately tailor alliances between civil society
organisations, government, bilateral, multilateral and private
sector (based on bottom-up approach)
General
· Partnership for Effective Development Finance:
- Strategic framework, with policy pluralism and coherence
- Civil Society stakeholdership
- Government commitment
- Better complementarity between bilateral and multilateral
engagement
- Credible long term commitments of all partners
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09:00 – 09:30 Inauguration
Speech by Mr Lennart Båge President of IFAD
Speech by His Excellency, Mr Eddy Boutmans, Secretary of State
for Development Cooperation
09:30 – 10:00 Keynote Address by Professor of Agricultural Economics,
Department of Agriculture, Catholic University of Leuven (KUL)
10:00 – 10:30 General Discussion on the Keynote Address
Formation of Groups for Group Discussion
10:30 –10:45 Video Presentation on IFAD/BSF-supported Projects
10:45 – 11:00 Coffee Break
11:00- 12:30 Panel/Group Discussion   (simultaneous three panels)
Rooms:   Plenary - Salle Bleue - Salle Orange
Panel I:  “Moving beyond declaration and achieving the
  global targets in  poverty reduction” 
Prof. Eric Tollens , Professor of Agricultural
Economics, Department of Agriculture
Catholic University of Leuven (KUL)
Mr. Atiqur Rahman, Lead Strategist and Policy
Co-ordinator, IFAD
Mr. Bernard De Schrevel, Premier Secrétaire
Coopération Internationale, Représentant Permanent
Suppléant du Royaume de Belgique auprès du FIDA
Mr. Thierry Kesteloot, OXFAM
Mr. Marek Poznansky, Collectif Stratégies
Alimentaires
Panel II:  “Impacts of programme and/or project activities”
Prof. Patrick Kolsteren, Professor and Head of
Nutrition Department at the Institute of Tropical
Medicine (ITM)
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Mr. François Lemmens , Programme Manager, BSF,
    IFAD
Mr. Jean-Yves. Standaert, Head of Service
IFAD/BSF, DGIC
Mr. Patrick Vanderhulst, ATOL
Panel III: “Financing for development”
Mr. Mohamed Béavogui, Director Western and
Central Africa Division, IFAD
Prof. Paul Reding, Professor of Public Finance at the
Faculty of Economics, University of Namur
Mr. Thomas Elhaut, Lead Economist, IFAD
Mr. Yves De Pierpont, Expert Direction Coopération
Multilatéral, DGIC
Mr. Warren Nyamugasira, Uganda National NGO-
Forum
12:30 – 14:00 Lunch
14:00 – 15:15 Panel Discussion and Preparation of Group Reports
15:15 – 17:00 Concluding Plenary
Presentation of Group Reports and Discussion
Chairman’s Summing up
Closing Remarks by the Belgian Secretary of State for
Development Cooperation
Closing Remarks by the President of IFAD
Snacks  and  co f fee  dur ing  co f fee  breaks  as  we l l  a s  lunch  w i l l  be  prov ided
a t  the  cour te sy  o f  Hi s  Exce l l ency ,  Mr  Eddy  Boutmans ,  Secre tary  o f  S ta t e  fo r
Deve lopment  Coopera t ion  and  His  Exce l l ency ,  Mr .  Chr i s t ian  Monnoyer ,
Ambassador  o f  the  K ingdom of  Be lg ium and  Permanent  Represen ta t i ve  o f  the
Kingdom o f  Be lg ium to  the  Uni t ed  Na t ions  Agenc ie s  in  Rome .
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Mr P. Roy, Chairman: We had our coffee in this wonderful building and it is time
to start so that we can complete our day’s work by 17.00 hours today. As many of
you are aware, IFAD is a small UN agency that has a very specific mandate for the
rural poor. Working with the rural poor we have learned many lessons what
poverty means to them and how empowerment, participator development,
decentralization, respect for cultural diversity, quality management and partnership
are very important aspects in how to help them to overcome their poverty. We are
here to share with you our experience with the poor with whom we have been
working for 25 years and in that process we have found Belgium to be a very
valuable partner because we have seen your commitment is very similar to ours in
terms of rural poverty.
The best example of our relationship is perhaps the unique partnership we have
with BSF and we are here today to examine how to harvest the IFAD-BSF
synergies to achieve the millennium development goals.
In our midst today we have with us His Excellency, the Secretary of State for
Development Cooperation, His Excellency, permanent representative of the
Kingdom of Belgium to the UN agencies in Rome, the President of IFAD, a small
group from IFAD and other UN agencies, Professor Eric Tollens and his group of
academicians, honourable members of Parliament and representatives and officials
of DGIC, NGOs and civil societies.
Let me now call on the President of IFAD to give his opening statement. Mr Båge
was elected the President of IFAD in February 2001 after a long and distinguished
career as an expert and a worker within international development Particularly he
has been linked very closely with the UN, with the IFIs, representing his
government in the different bodies of the IFIs, the regional banks and the World
Bank. He has also been the head of the Department of International Development
Cooperation within Sweden and in that role he played a major part in shaping the
policies of the Government of Sweden in terms of their approach to international
development and he has also been linked very closely with EU affairs and activities
of IFIs. Mr, President.
Mr L. Båge, President IFAD: Your Excellency, Secretary of State, honourable
members of Parliament, colleagues and friends. I am really honoured to have the
opportunity to open this seminar on Rural Poverty Reduction with special emphasis
on “Harvesting the IFAD-BSF Synergies”. Let me also express my deep
appreciation to you Mr Secretary of State and to your colleagues for hosting this
event in this, I must say, very beautiful Egmont Palace.
The theme of rural poverty is one that has been at the centre of IFAD’s mission
throughout its 25 years of operations. Last year we brought out a Report on Rural
Poverty which was based on our experience of supporting poverty reduction
programmes in some 114 countries across the developing world. The Poverty
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Report was enriched by drawing on the insights of our partner institutions and by
inputs of senior scholars, for instance, like Professor Michael Lipton of Sussex and
others and the Report is available outside to you.
The Report highlighted that of the 1.2 billion human beings who live in extreme
poverty, on less than a dollar a day as is commonly measured, about three quarters,
some 900 million live in rural areas depending on agriculture and related trades and
services for their livelihoods. They include smallholder farmers, herders and above
all, poor women who account for the bulk of food production and yet, as we know,
own a small part of the assets. Reducing rural poverty is therefore central to
attacking poverty.
Two years ago, at the Millennium Summit world leaders recognized that poverty
on the current scale and intensity was not acceptable in a world which over the last
fifty years has been dramatically more productive and more wealthy. These world
leaders, including the Prime Minister of Belgium, declared their explicit
commitment to reduce the proportion of those in poverty by half by 2015.
Even as international attention and priority for combating poverty has intensified,
the support given to rural development and to agriculture which is the bulk of the
poor, what they rely on, that support has declined and actually declined sharply
over the last decade. In a study we prepared for the Financing for Development
Conference in Monterrey earlier this year, we found that between 1988 and 1999,
ODA for agriculture fell by nearly 50 percent. Currently only 8 percent of bilateral
assistance from DAC countries goes to agriculture. In essence, 8 percent for
supporting the livelihood of three-quarters of the poor.
In parallel with this decline in support for agriculture, during the 1990s the rate of
poverty reduction also fell substantially, especially in Africa, compared to the
previous two decades. The current rate of poverty reduction is only about one third
that required to achieve the Millennium Summit poverty goal.
Fortunately over the last year the importance of agriculture and rural development
has started to gain attention on a larger scale than before. Agriculture has, for
example, been highlighted in the New Partnership for Africa’s Development,
NEPAD, which was adopted earlier this year by the African Union. It was also one
of the central themes at the Johannesburg Summit under the Secretary General’s
so-called WEHAB proposal. The rural sector is also starting to be given greater
priority in the development cooperation and now is being stressed by Ministers
from both the north and the south, from both developing and developed countries.
This is an extremely welcome change because if we are to achieve the Millennium
Summit poverty goal, a strong focus on rural areas where most of the poor live is
essential and a focus on agriculture which is the main source of their income.
Over its quarter century of operations IFAD has provided financing of nearly
USD 8 billion for over 600 poverty reduction projects and programmes. The total
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investment cost of these programmes was about US$22 billion including
cofinancing by external donors and also by host country governments. We estimate
that we have reached over the years over 200 million poor men and women. At our
current level of operations IFAD programmes reach annually about 10 million
people, so if we look to the future, over the period 2000-2015, our programmes will
reach an estimated 150 million poor people. That is about one-fourth of the total of
the Millennium Summit poverty goal. In the light of this extensive experience of
poverty reduction, we are now seeking to play a stronger catalytic role both in the
context of national development and poverty policies, but also in the wider
international development dialogue.
Last year we formulated a Strategic Framework for our work over the next four
years and it is also available outside. The Strategic Framework whose overall
theme is “Enabling the rural poor to overcome their poverty”. It highlights three
strategic objectives. First one, strengthening the capacity of the rural poor and their
organizations. Secondly, improving equitable access to productive natural
resources and technology; and thirdly, increasing access to financial services and
markets.
The Strategic Framework together with our Regional Strategies for Africa, Asia
and Latin America provide the foundation for IFAD for formulating its operational
programmes as well as for intensifying our cooperation with national, bilateral and
multilateral partners. The potential for such cooperation has increased greatly as
our development partners have started to give greater attention to the rural sector.
For our part, we are eager to join hands with others in the challenge of achieving
the Millennium Summit goals.
Poverty has many aspects. We all know not only low productivity and incomes,
lack of education, health, and access to drinking water and sanitation, but also a
sense of powerlessness. So, reducing poverty must also have an equally
multidimensional character. This requires a balance in investments that address
these needs and helps to create conditions in which the poor can gain a much
needed voice in local decision making, what we might call empowering of the poor
and once again, especially women.
Health, sanitation and education are crucial in improving the lives of the poor,
especially in rural areas where health and education standards are typically well
below those in urban areas. Yet, unless the poor can increase their productivity and
their incomes, health and education services are unlikely to be sustainable,
especially in the light of the chronic budgetary difficulties of poor countries. And
we have many examples of this that I think we all know. Let me just refer to
Tanzania in the 1970s which is very often quoted where much needed investments
in schools and clinics were not sustainable because of lack of economic growth. So
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the productive sectors, which for the rural poor means agriculture – that is the
challenge for development agencies and for developing country governments.
The partnership between Belgium and IFAD is illustrated by the BSF, the Belgian
Survival Fund Joint Programme and it is an important and in a way a very unique
example of multilateral and bilateral cooperation that really responds to the
challenge of balanced development.
The BSF is a remarkable programme undertaken at the initiative of the Parliament
of Belgium and I would like to pay tribute to the vision of the Parliamentarians and
the Government of Belgium in developing this programme. The BSF Joint
Programme brings together the BSF and IFAD as well as WHO, UNFPA and the
Popular Coalition. It is based on the conviction that the poor need balanced support
for health and education as well as income generation to launch the process of
sustainable poverty reduction. We in IFAD are proud to have been entrusted with
the responsibility of administering the BSF Joint Programme.
It is indeed important to note that the Strategic Priorities of Belgium, the BSF
Strategic Framework and the IFAD Strategic Framework I just referred to are close
and mutually reinforcing. In this regard I was very happy to hear that the group of
Belgian Parliamentarians, under your lead Mr Secretary of State, had the
opportunity to see at first hand the difficulties, challenges and successes of several
BSF projects in Tanzania. Their insights and understanding will, I am sure,
strengthen further the long-term partnership between Belgium and IFAD.
The BSF Joint Programme focuses on health, sanitation and basic social services
and IFAD’s support for productive activities of the poor in conflict and post
conflict areas, that is a very important opportunity for us to deal with the needs
when they are the greatest. In these efforts the direct participation of the poor is
vital and our experience has underlined that promoting community level
organizations provides the foundation for engaging in a higher level of economic
activity.
The Belgian Survival Fund has benefited not only from the vision of its founders
but from the dedication and expertise of those who have worked for it. In this
context, I would like to convey our condolences and pay tribute to
Mr Erik de Bock, our BSF colleague at the Belgian Directorate-General for
International Cooperation who tragically passed away last month. His qualities and
personality helped to establish very strong and fruitful relationships and he will
certainly be greatly missed.
The Joint Programme has had some remarkable and innovative interventions and
we have prepared a short video on two recent interventions which will be shown
later this morning. I would also like to mention specifically one project, the so-
called UWESO Project in Uganda. This is a project to help the children of AIDS
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victims, a disease which has devastated the adult populations in many countries of
southern and eastern Africa and leaving behind only the young and the very old.
UWESO offers these orphans and their grandparents microfinance and technical
support to start income generating activities that allow them to earn money for their
food and for their educational and health needs. The success of this programme has
encouraged its expansion and replication in other areas to mobilize resources for
orphans–perhaps these are the most tragic of the many victims of the AIDS
pandemic.
Resources for development, external as well as domestic, are very limited
compared to the scale and the challenge of the poverty reduction we face. We must
therefore try to continually improve the impact and the effectiveness of the
resources that we are entrusted with. One of IFAD’s key priorities in the coming
years is to enhance further the effectiveness and impact of our programmes in the
daily lives of the poor.
In response to this challenge we have been giving greater attention to
implementation issues and to building stronger and more varied partnerships
reaching out to civil society organizations, to NGOs as well as commercial banks
and other private sector entities. The External Review of IFAD carried out recently
in the context of the Fund’s Sixth Replenishment negotiations, this External
Review noted and I quote: “IFAD has made direct and indirect contributions to
achieving the Millennium Development Goals of eradicating extreme poverty and
hunger”.
While noting that, and I quote again “IFAD has often successfully engaged in
policy dialogue with governments and other partners”, the External Review
expressed the view that “country presence, on a selective basis, merits the Fund’s
further careful consideration”. A more permanent field presence would enable
IFAD to realize more fully its catalytic potential and its ability to participate in the
dialogue on poverty policy, including being very active in the PRSP and UNDAF
processes at the local level.
Unlike many other development agencies IFAD has never had a direct permanent
field presence. Of course, our operational staff spend considerable time in their
countries of responsibility and IFAD has also developed strong relationships with
other multilateral institutions with field offices as well as with, as I mentioned, with
NGOs and other organizations working to combat poverty. In the coming years we
will enhance what I may call such “virtual” field presence using modalities most
suitable in the context of the specific conditions in each country.
In summing up, let me say that the series of international conferences culminating
in the Millennium Summit, the Financing for Development Conference in
Monterrey, Mexico early this year and the World Summit on Sustainable
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Development in Johannesburg a month ago, they have established the vision and
the specific goals for the coming years. The task before us is to translate this strong
consensus into results that really, really make a difference in the lives of the poor.
It is all about implementation and focusing on results and accountability to the
Millennium Development Goals is the challenge all governments now have to face
up to.
I am sure that this Seminar on Rural Poverty Reduction with emphasis on
Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies can make a substantial contribution not only to
promote a closer collaboration between Belgium and IFAD, but also to help set the
directions for a cooperation that will have a visible and measurable impact on rural
poverty.
Thank you very much.
Chairman: I will now call upon His Excellency Mr Eddy Boutmans, the Secretary
of State for Development Cooperation of the Kingdom of Belgium to deliver his
welcome statement. Mr Boutmans is a barrister by training, specializing in family
law, criminal law and environmental law. He has also been an active supporter of
human rights issues and continues to be a member on the Board of Directors of the
Human Rights League. As a political leader he has been an active member of his
party, the Green Party OGILIV since 1990. Since 1999 he has been the Secretary of
State for Development Cooperation in the Kingdom of Belgium.
Your Excellency, it is our pleasure and our privilege to have you in our midst
today. May I request you then to give the address please?
Mr E. Boutmans, Secretary of State for Development Cooperation: Monsieur le
Président, Mesdames et Messieurs, Avant tout je voudrais vous féliciter pour
l'initiative que vous avez prise d'entreprendre une campagne de sensibilisation et de
mobilisation des partenaires de la coopération au développement sur les problèmes
de la pauvreté rurale. Le présent atelier se situe en effet dans un cycle d'ateliers
similaires dans plusieurs villes européennes, à Washington et aussi dans plusieurs
pays en développement.
Votre volonté de sensibilisation correspond bien à l'esprit de la grande campagne
du millénaire conçue par le PNUD et le professeur Sachs en collaboration avec le
Groupe du développement des Nations Unies et leur Département des affaires
économiques et sociales pour sensibiliser et mobiliser non seulement les décideurs
politiques mais aussi la population dans son ensemble à la problématique du
développement et de la lutte contre la pauvreté.
Nous nous situons en effet à la fin d'un long cycle de conférences internationales et
de sommets mondiaux.  Vous y avez fait référence, nous avons la tête et le cœur
pleins de bonnes résolutions, d'objectifs, de coalitions globales, de nouveaux
111
partenariats, de nouveaux traités internationaux. Nous avons rarement eu, au cours
des dernières années, autant d'événements autour du thème de la lutte contre la
pauvreté et du développement durable, des relations internationales multilatérales,
y compris commerciales. Mais maintenant que les feux de la rampe s'éteignent et
que chacun rentre chez soi,  des centaines de millions d'enfants et d'adultes
continuent à avoir faim. Pour des centaines de millions de personnes, avoir un jour
accès à l'eau potable n'est toujours qu'un espoir.
Une personne sur quatre vit encore dans la pauvreté absolue.  Alors, arrêtons-nous
un instant et demandons-nous, et maintenant? Nous savons que les progrès vers les
objectifs que nous nous étions fixés en 1996 lors du Sommet mondial de
l'alimentation sont insuffisants. Il en est de même par rapport aux objectifs fixés à
Rio en 1992. Nous savons déjà que le consensus de Monterrey ne suffira pas pour
réduire de moitié la pauvreté absolue vers 2015 et que les progrès faits à
Johannesburg - si progrès il y a - sont maigres. Ce qui manque, c'est une volonté
politique maintenue au-delà des grands moments.
Ainsi, l'engagement de consacrer 0.7 % de notre PNB à l’aide publique au
développement date d’il y a trente ans.  Le monde développé n’a pas réussi à le
concrétiser à Monterrey.   Je suis fier que notre pays se soit engagé à réaliser
l’objectif en 2010, bien que là aussi la volonté politique devra être maintenue
pendant plusieurs années, et pas seulement la semaine prochaine quand notre
gouvernement dressera le budget 2003.  Je vais en tout cas proposer de donner une
base légale à cet engagement.
Les contraintes au développement sont si nombreuses, les besoins d'action si
variés, les solutions si complexes, les objectifs et engagements si nombreux !
Laissez-moi en citer quelques uns dans le désordre.  Nous devons libéraliser le
commerce, investir dans l’éducation, assurer les soins de santé à tous;  il faut
promouvoir l’accès à l’eau potable, dialoguer sur la bonne gouvernance, il faut
créer les conditions favorables aux investissements étrangers, il faut développer et
recapitaliser l’agriculture, il faut construire des routes, il  faut améliorer la
législation, il faut aider les coopératives de vente, il faut développer l’accès à
l’information, il faut supprimer les subsides à l’exportation, stabiliser l’économie,
mobiliser l’épargne intérieure des pays en développement, il faut arrêter les
conflits, il faut garantir la provenance des diamants, il faut annuler les dettes, il
faut … il faut laisser les pays partenaires et leurs populations décider eux-mêmes
de ce qu’il faut !
Devant un tel enchevêtrement de tenants et aboutissants, de causes et d’effets, et
après les échecs relatifs du passé, les acteurs de développement peuvent rester
perplexes et ne plus savoir par où commencer !  Certains se complaisent d’ailleurs
dans l’autosatisfaction, estimant que leurs activités répondent déjà parfaitement
aux objectifs du millénaire et qu’il n’y a rien à changer à leur programme ou à leur
manière de travailler.  On retrouve même cette attitude dans le chef de certaines
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agences des Nations Unies, qui ont tendance à se cantonner dans leur secteur et à
négliger de coordonner leurs efforts avec d’autres acteurs internationaux du
développement.
Le développement agricole est une priorité parce que beaucoup de pauvres vivent
en zones rurales et agricoles et parce que l'agriculture contribue à réduire
l'insécurité alimentaire, parce que les agriculteurs sont des acteurs importants dans
l'entretien des ressources naturelles, parce que l'agriculture est une composante
importante de l'économie des pays en voie de développement et pour beaucoup
d'autres raisons qui seront débattues, je n'en doute pas, aujourd'hui. Mais vous
savez comme moi que même les investissements dans le secteur agricole de
beaucoup de pays en développement n'ont pas progressé.
La part des financements de la Banque Mondiale et d'autres grandes institutions
financières vers le secteur agricole, vous en avez fait mention, a baissé
spectaculairement au cours de la dernière décennie. L'évaluation de la rentabilité
financière et économique des projets n'a pas toujours été bonne, la complexité de
la mise en œuvre des projets agricoles a découragé certaines banques.  Les services
sociaux, tels que la santé ou l’enseignement ont pris relativement plus
d’importance.  Les gouvernements du Sud eux-mêmes ont parfois été partagés
entre les priorités urbaines et rurales …  Surtout en Afrique, le secteur privé n'a
que rarement investi dans la production d'aliments.  Le rôle moteur des États a été
affaibli et d'autres secteurs, tels l'enseignement et la santé, ont reçu la première
priorité parmi les moyens qui font de toute façon horriblement défaut. Les guerres,
le manque de volonté d'adresser politiquement certains problèmes comme celui de
la propriété de la terre ou de la position des femmes, et bien sûr aussi les
conditions climatiques, ont contribué aux résultats insuffisants.
Certains donateurs affirment que plutôt que de restreindre la lutte contre la
pauvreté au développement agricole, c'est le développement rural dans son
ensemble qui est essentiel. La nuance se fonde sur le fait qu'il ne sert à rien de
vouloir placer 50% de la population dans l'agriculture sachant qu'au bout du
compte, il n'y aura de place que pour moins de 5 à 10% d'entre eux, voire moins.
QU’il convient au contraire de laisser l’espace agricole à ceux qui sont le plus à
même d’investir et de développer leur exploitation et leur capitale agricole, tandis
qu’autour de ces foyers de croissance, les pauvres développeraient des activités
rurales non agricoles.  Cependant, ce raisonnement néglige le fait que l'agriculture
est l'activité qui peut être la plus facilement intensifiée avec des techniques
relativement simples et qu'elle permet donc de produire l'accroissement de revenu
nécessaire pour sortir du piège de la pauvreté;  qu'elle est donc peut-être l'un des
moyens les plus rentables pour lutter contre la pauvreté, la clé pour construire
l'épargne suffisante et établir les bases d'une croissance durable. À son tour, le
développement agricole évoluerait alors vers le développement rural d'une manière
plus large.
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Dans le même ordre d'idées, il existe un débat sur la capacité des plus pauvres à
mettre à profit l'aide investie sous forme de capital productif ou sur le trickle-down
des effets de l'aide vers les plus pauvres. Le débat devient alors presque surréaliste
sur le choix des bénéficiaires à cibler, entre les plus pauvres parmi les pauvres ou
les moins pauvres parmi les pauvres.  Nous avons vécu ce débat il y a peu chez
nous, lorsqu'un rapport d'évaluation critiquait certains projets de notre Fonds de
Survie, justement parce que les plus pauvres n’auraient pas été atteints.  Ces
questions vous tiennent certainement à cœur, Monsieur le Président, puisque le
Cadre stratégique 2002-2006 du FIDA s'intitule “Œuvrer pour que les ruraux
pauvres se libèrent de la pauvreté”.
Comme vous l'exposez dans votre Cadre stratégique, vous avez défini trois grands
objectifs pour mettre cette stratégie en œuvre: renforcer les capacités des ruraux
pauvres et de leurs organisations, promouvoir un accès équitable aux ressources
naturelles productives et à la technologie et élargir l'accès aux services et aux
marchés financiers.  Le récent examen externe de l'impact du FIDA sur le terrain a
mis en évidence que vos interventions ont un réel impact et que l'approche
participative et innovatrice sont des qualités dans lesquelles le FIDA se distingue.
C’est une impression que je partage après avoir visité sur le terrain plusieurs
projets que notre Fonds de Survie a entrepris avec le FIDA.  Mais il a également
mis en évidence les contraintes qui sont les vôtres, du fait de n'avoir pas de
représentation locale et d'avoir un volume d'activités atteignant difficilement une
masse critique. Vos contraintes au niveau des ressources et du mode d'intervention
ne vous facilitent pas le travail, et la nécessité de positionner le FIDA de manière
spécifique dans les efforts de développement, aussi bien que vos efforts pour y
parvenir,  doivent être soulignés.
Profitant de votre présence ici, Monsieur le Président, je souhaiterais distinguer
deux questions qui nous semblent importantes: la première concerne la capacité du
FIDA à participer au dialogue politique avec les gouvernements. Le consensus de
Monterrey a mis en évidence la responsabilité première des pays dans leur propre
développement, et notamment dans la création des conditions générales favorables
à la croissance économique et sociale. En appui aux efforts des pays pour assumer
positivement cette responsabilité, les bailleurs de fonds s'engagent à accroître leur
contribution financière, mais aussi à mener des politiques qui ne minent pas celles
des gouvernements en question et des autres acteurs. Or, le FIDA n'a pas de
présence permanente, vous l'avez dit, dans les pays en développement, et son
volume de financement relativement faible – le FIDA ne met en œuvre que 0,3 %
de l’Aide Publique au Développement dans le monde - ne lui permet pas d'ouvrir
des antennes locales permanentes. Nous le critiquerions probablement s'il le faisait
d'ailleurs.  Se pose néanmoins la question de savoir si vos gestionnaires de
portefeuille sont en mesure de consacrer assez de temps et d'énergie à engager une
étude approfondie dans les pays bénéficiaires eux-mêmes. La plupart de ces
gestionnaires ne sont d’ailleurs pas en situation d'engager un dialogue avec les
ministres concernés par le développement agricole et rural. Comment le FIDA se
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propose-t’il donc de s'inscrire dans le dialogue avec le gouvernement et la société
civile d'un pays donné quant à son propre rôle dans le développement, et dans le
cadre général de sa politique de développement ?
Deuxièmement, le dialogue politique doit évidemment s'effectuer de manière
cohérente entre tous les partenaires, aussi bien avec la société civile qu'avec les
bailleurs de fonds et à fortiori entre les agences des Nations Unies.  Bien que la
convergence de la coordination des politiques et programmes soient avant tout de
la responsabilité des gouvernements, et s'expriment entre autres à travers le Cadre
stratégique de lutte contre la pauvreté, nous craignons que  les agences des Nations
Unies ne font pas encore assez d'efforts pour coordonner leurs programmes et
établir les synergies nécessaires.  Votre organisation échappe-t-elle à cette analyse,
par exemple par rapport à ses voisins de Rome? La FAO et le FIDA ne forment-ils
pas l'une, une agence technique, et l'autre, une institution financière, partageant des
objectifs communs, à savoir le développement agricole, la lutte contre la pauvreté
et l'insécurité alimentaire? Existe-t-il des stratégies communes ou concertées par
pays, les projets du FIDA sont-ils discutés toujours avec la FAO, ne serait-il plus
durable que les projets soient discutés avec des experts permanents de la FAO
peut-être plutôt qu'avec des consultants? Je sais que c'est un de vos soucis, on vous
encourage en tout cas à continuer dans cette voie.
Sur ces deux questions, à savoir, une présence de terrain plus effective pour le
dialogue politique et la coordination entre les agences des Nations Unies, je
voudrais affirmer l’intérêt que nous portons aux réflexions que mène notamment le
Secrétaire-Général adjoint de l’ONU, Louise Fréchette, en matière de réforme du
système des Nations Unies.  Une partie de cette réforme concerne la représentation
des différentes agences des Nations Unies dans les pays partenaires.  Parmi les
idées qui circulent et qui seront peut-être proposées à l’Assemblée Générale
figurent le renforcement du système de Coordinateur-résident ou le regroupement
des représentations des différentes agences.  Nous attendons d’en savoir plus sur
cette réflexion, mais je pense que les propositions valent la peine d’être analysées
de près et qu’une organisation comme  le FIDA doit être profondément impliquée
dans cette réforme.  Les options proposées sont de nature à donner au FIDA
davantage de poids dans la coordination des interventions des Nations Unies, ce
qui renforcerait donc aussi son rôle catalyseur.  Elles lui donneraient plus de voix
dans le dialogue politique et dans l’élaboration des Cadres Stratégiques de Lutte
contre la Pauvreté.
En attendant les résultats de ces éventuelles réformes, nous devons tous les jours
veiller à ce que la qualité des projets que nous finançons soit excellente et que nos
interventions soient durables. Il est donc essentiel de veiller à ce que les cycles de
gestion soient correctement mis en application et qu'à chaque étape, la qualité des
interventions soit scrupuleusement analysée. Vous n'ignorez pas que les problèmes
de suivi et d'évaluation, de durabilité et de synergie avec les autres donateurs sont
des reproches qui sont faits régulièrement quel que soit le bailleur de fonds.  Grâce
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à notre représentation permanente à Rome, Monsieur l'Ambassadeur, je n'ignore
pas qu'au cours de votre première année de mandat, vous avez conçu et commencé
à mettre en œuvre diverses améliorations au niveau de l'opérationnalisation de
stratégies régionales d'intervention du FIDA, que vous vous êtes engagé à
réétudier les arrangements avec les agences coopérantes, que vous vous êtes
engagé à étudier la question de l'allocation des ressources selon des critères de
performance, que vous vous êtes engagé à porter plus d'attention à la mesure de
l'impact.  Et nous ne pouvons que vous encourager à poursuivre ces efforts.
Monsieur le Président, en 2005 le Fonds belge de survie réalisera une évaluation
de l'ensemble de ses partenariats. La sixième négociation sur la reconstitution des
ressources du FIDA, de son côté, a convenu qu'une évaluation indépendante de
l'impact des interventions du FIDA sur le terrain devrait avoir lieu au cours de la
période de cette sixième reconstitution. Si les améliorations et engagements que
vous avez pris sont menés à leur terme, ce dont nous ne doutons pas, ces
évaluations –dont j’espère qu’elles puissent être concertées et éviter les doubles
emplois - démontreront que le FIDA mérite de garder une place de tout premier
ordre parmi les autres agences des Nations Unies actuellement partenaires du
Fonds Belge de Survie.
Bien qu'il soit, je pense, méconnu du grand public, notre administration et les
ONG belges connaissent bien le FIDA.  Laissez-moi rappeler que plusieurs ONG
ici présentes sont ou ont été impliquées dans l'exécution de certains des projets, ont
été partenaires des bénéficiaires de ces projets, ou encore ont participé à
l'élaboration de la stratégie de partenariat entre le Fonds Belge de Survie et le
FIDA.
La Belgique a contribué aux ressources initiales et aux reconstitutions successives
en assumant sa part de l'effort collectif.  Elle le fera aussi cette fois-ci.  En
additionnant les contributions régulières et les contributions complémentaires aux
reconstitutions, la Belgique est d’ailleurs, en terme de pourcentage de son PNB,
parmi les tout premiers contributeurs au FIDA et, je pense Monsieur le Président,
que cela mérite d’être rappelé.
Nos contributions complémentaires proviennent essentiellement du Fonds Belge
de Survie.  D'une manière générale, ce Fonds, qui émane d’une initiative
parlementaire, finance un programme centré sur la réduction de la pauvreté dans le
cadre de l'amélioration de la sécurité alimentaire visant à s'attaquer aux causes
mêmes de la pauvreté. Ceci forme donc également la base de notre Programme
conjoint avec le FIDA qui intègre aussi des aspects de renforcement des capacités
locales et des capacités de gouvernance.  Le Fonds permet sans doute au FIDA
d’élargir son champ d’intervention vers des activités de santé ou de formation et
d’avoir une approche plus intégrée.  Nous sommes convaincus que cette approche
et le dialogue qu’il implique au sein du FIDA a eu des effets bénéfiques sur la
réflexion et la conception de ses interventions.  A l’inverse, le co-financement de
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projets avec le FIDA permet au Fonds Belge de Survie d’avoir un effet de levier et
d’accroître l’impact de ses financements.  L’attention réciproque portée à ce
dialogue est donc un élément essentiel de notre partenariat.
Je peux donc sans hésiter conclure que nos réflexions partagées sur les mêmes
problématiques que nous abordons conjointement, témoignent de la convergence
de nos préoccupations, de nos espoirs et de nos volontés. C'est pourquoi j'accueille
avec intérêt et satisfaction la continuation du dialogue que nous avons l'occasion
aujourd'hui d'approfondir avec un grand nombre de nos partenaires belges. Je vous
souhaite donc à vous tous plein succès dans vos travaux et vous remercie pour
votre attention.
Chairman: Thank you very much Your Excellency for those words of wisdom and
for sharing with us your views on a number of issues which pertain to IFAD and its
work.
I will now call upon Professor Eric Tollens who has gratefully accepted to take up
the task of presenting the keynote address during this morning’s session. Professor
Tollens is well known to many of us here. He is a Professor of Agriculture
Economics in the Catholic University in Leuven for the last seventeen years. He
has advised several UN agencies like IFAD, FAO and regional banks like the
African Development Bank on strategies and policies, particularly in the areas of
agricultural research in Africa. He has written extensively on the different aspects
of agriculture and during his fieldwork in Zaire he has also taught at the National
University of Zaire.
It will be a PowerPoint presentation.
Prof. E. Tollens, Professor of Agricultural Economics, Catholic University of
Leuven (KUL): His Excellency, Mr Secretary of State, Eddy Boutmans, Mr
Ambassador of Belgium in Rome, Mr President of IFAD,  Parliamentarians, ladies
and gentlemen:
I have made a PowerPoint presentation to make it more easy to follow and to make
sure that the ideas which are presented catch on. I have had complete liberty in
preparing this presentation; I mean, this is really my presentation and it does not
reflect in any way IFAD’s point of view or the Belgian Government’s point of
view. It is really a presentation which I prepared in all freedom and liberty. So, you
do not always have to agree with me.
This is the Table of Contents. You will see it is of course focused on rural poverty.
It is focused in particular on Sub-Saharan Africa because the BSF Joint Programme
with Belgium focused on 16 Sub-Saharan African countries.
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So let me first go into the Introduction and the Issues and the Setting. The President
of IFAD and also our Secretary of State have already said that one person out of
five in the world–1.2 billion people–live in extreme poverty, less than one
US dollars per day. Those definitions are in the paper which will be distributed.
Last week I was in Congo in Kinshasa, I looked at the Poverty Reduction Strategy
Paper–eighty percent of the population in the Congo is now under the extreme
poverty level, under one dollar a day, eighty percent. It is also the country where
food insecurity is increasing the fastest. I can say I am still almost under the shock
of having seen such destitution and such extreme poverty. We all hope that the
situation there will improve but in the meantime, it is still degrading, I think. So, it
is overall a condition of vulnerability, exclusion and powerlessness. These
important concepts: vulnerability, vulnerability to shocks, exclusion and
powerlessness. Now the largest number of poor people are still in Asia. Two-thirds
of them are Asian. Half of them are still in south Asia. About one-fourth is in Sub-
Saharan Africa but this share, this one fourth, is on the increase. In fact, it is on the
fastest increase of all, while it is decreasing somewhat in Asia.
So focus is on Sub-Saharan Africa because the BSF Joint Programme targets 16
Sub-Saharan African countries and poverty is largely a rural phenomenon. It is
generally estimated that about 75 percent of the poor live in rural areas; in Sub-
Saharan Africa it is 80 percent.
Now rural poverty is the core business of IFAD, I may say, since its inception in
1978. IFAD is the only institution which since its inception, since its founding in
1978 and IFAD itself is an outcome of the 1974 World Food Conference. IFAD is
the only institution of the United Nations system which is solely devoted to rural
poverty. Now rural poverty reduction stands central in the Millennium
Development Convention which says that between 1990 and 2015, the proportion
of people whose incomes are less than one dollar a day needs to be halved and the
proportion of people suffering from hunger too.
Now the first panel–you know we have the panel discussions after the coffee
break–the first panel, panel one is focused on achieving the global targets in
poverty reduction. I mean, how to do it, what sort of actions are critical.
Now, in my paper you will find that there is an academic debate whether poverty
has reduced or increased and it all centres mainly about China. In spite clearly that
in China there are now 200 million less real poor than twenty years ago but how
you measure that and the analytical methods and also the time periods involved
determine whether poverty has really reduced or increased. In fact, both are true
but it depends on how you measure it and it depends on the time periods you look
at. But the main factor of change has been China. China is the country where at
least 200 million people have been lifted out of poverty mainly through very strong
economic growth. Economic growth in the order of 7-10 percent per year, plus also
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a targeting of poverty. Plus, China has always had food growth, has always had
special programmes to care for the real poor.
Now in Sub-Saharan Africa, there is little or no poverty reduction. There has been a
small fall in rural poverty but at the same time urban poverty has increased so we
can see that probably some of the real rural destitute have moved to the cities and
have joined the ranks of the urban poor and this is a trend that I think may continue
and maybe in ten years from now, urban poverty may be a much bigger problem
than rural poverty. So if you fail rural poverty, I am afraid than ten years from now
this conference may be about urban poverty. I will come back to that.
Now urban poverty in general is more difficult. It is more difficult because in a
sense it is more welfare oriented; it is more based on handouts; it is more based on
a safety net. While in rural poverty you can combat rural poverty better through
economic actions, through agriculture development, through rural development,
through small-scale enterprises. In fact, in principle, rural poverty alleviation is
easier to do than urban poverty alleviation. This is a very important point. I will
also come back to it.
Now for some farming systems, we must be honest. In some farming systems, in
some marginal areas for instance, some really resource poor areas, the best strategy
may be to move to the city. We have to recognize that and I was happy to see that
in the latest FAO major study on farming systems, I mean for the first time FAO
now published a major study on the link between farming systems and poverty and
so 150 farming systems in the world have been reviewed and for certain of these
farming systems, they say, well, there is really no future. People need to do
something else. I think this is enlightening and this is useful.
Poverty itself, I think, is a product of livelihood systems and socio-political forces
that shape them. We have chronic and transient poverty. I will not introduce those
definitions; I think it is quite clear what we mean.
Now, rural poverty, food security and agricultural development are very intimately
linked. But I will get into that, why is that? We have to realize that most rural
people find their livelihood in agriculture or agricultural related activities, directly
or indirectly. We can really say that most Sub-Saharan African countries are
agricultural states. But typically agriculture is poorly performing, it is
undercapitalized, it is grossly undercapitalized, and one of the main problems of
agriculture is that there is so little capital invested in the agricultural sector, either
public capital or private capital. There are some exceptions in the rain forest belt
with plantations but that is the exception. And true, because of that agriculture is
really uncompetitive in world markets. I mean, just look how in one example in
Sub-Saharan Africa, coffee production today and coffee prices historically are very
old prices, but coffee production in Africa is now only 18 percent of world coffee
production. I mean today you realize that coffee is an African cup. Both types of
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coffee, robust and Arabica originate in Africa. So agricultural growth is only 2
percent for 20 Sub-Saharan African countries; it is 4 percent for 17 others. So
generally it is not even meeting population growth. When I talk about agriculture
here we really have to look at it in a broad sense. It includes forestry, fisheries,
upstream and downstream activities. And the point is that we need to strengthen
what rural people consider essential in improving their livelihood security.
So now I come to agriculture growth, comparative advantage, stage of development
and industrialization. In most poor countries and particularly also in Sub-Saharan
Africa, their comparative advantage is with agriculture. This is often very poorly
understood. It depends very much on the stage of economic development.
Comparative advantage is something which is not static; it changes over time,
especially as the countries develop, their comparative advantage shifts. At the first
stage of development really, really poor countries in general they have a
comparative advantage in agricultural development. At a later stage, when their
incomes get above let us say, US$1 500-2 000, they may have a comparative
advantage in light manufacturing or in textiles or in other sectors. So, this is also
why at the first stage of economic development–it is hard to say but–many Sub-
Saharan African countries are still at what they call this first stage of development.
Industrialization must be based on agriculture and this is in the Asian example. If
you look up several Asian countries, to start with Japan, most people do not know
that Japan had an agricultural revolution in the second half of the nineteenth
century and up to about 1912. Japanese industrial development is rooted in
agricultural development. The same thing can be said about China. The same thing
can be said about Malaysia or Indonesia. So, this is the Asian example where
agricultural development lays the basis and the foundation of rapid industrial
development. So we can really say that rapid agricultural development is a
precondition for industrial development. I will explain more in detail because I
think this is very important.
Let us look at the critical role of agricultural development in rural poverty
reduction. First of all the agricultural, the comparative advantage; secondly is the
capacity of the agricultural sector and agri-industries to absorb large amounts of
labour. This is also seen in the Chinese example where the agricultural sector is
seen more or less as a parking ground for people to wait for industrialization. But
agriculture and agri-industries and upstreams and downstreams sectors can absorb
very large amounts of labour. No other sector in the economy can do that. This is
what is specific about agriculture that it is so labour intensive. People may say yes,
labour intensive but with low wages. Yes, I know that. It is at low wages. This is
why in the whole development process that the comparative advantage will shift
eventually. It also has to do with skills and capacity development. So the labour-
intensive character of agriculture and the agri-industries. This is true for modest
investments. You do not need very large investments like in the industrial sectors to
have this labour intensive character and to employ these large numbers of people.
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Also there is availability of adapted technologies that are relatively low cost. You
do not need sophisticated technologies, for instance, in food processing.
Furthermore, agriculture produces food crops which are at the basis of livelihood
security and broad-based income growth generation effects is very important.
Generally, agriculture development is broad-based income generation and in large
multiplies the effects so agricultural growth is almost always equitable and in many
cases it should favour women. We know the critical role of women in agriculture.
So we can say that agriculture growth is high quality growth. In this whole debate
about economic growth, I think we do not discuss enough amongst ourselves the
feature of quality. What is quality growth? Strong economic growth for instance in
oil production or in mineral production, in mining or in steel production, this is not
high quality growth. I would say this is low quality growth. Agriculture growth per
definition is high quality growth because it is usually broad-based, it is usually very
well spread and it benefits women; it benefits, in fact, usually the poorest people in
society. So, high quality growth is sustainable also; it is pro-poor, it is pro-women,
pro environment. It is sustainable. I need to qualify that, in fact but I do not have to
go into that but since it is based on local resources and since it has a lot of
multiplied effects and it feeds on itself, it is more sustainable than for instance
mining, or petroleum production or purely industrial production. So agriculture
growth very much also determines the economic growth in Sub-Saharan Africa.
Now most developed, industrialized countries have no comparative advantage in
the agricultural sector. Even look at Belgium or look at most European countries
here. There is still a large income disparity gap between the agricultural sector and
the other sectors in the economy. In Belgium they even have a law which the
Parliament every year has to determine, has to approve what we call the income
disparity report – income disparity for the agricultural sector. So the agricultural
sector is always lagging behind other sectors in Europe. This is also by the
European Commission. It is intervening so heavily in the agricultural sector.
Now the total public support for agriculture in the OECD countries is now about
USD 1 billion per day. This is now well known. It is around USD 360 billion per
day. Total Overseas Development Aid of industrialized countries, of developed
countries is about USD 55 billion per year. So you see the contrast. And of these
OECD support for agriculture, USD 80-90 billion goes to export subsidies. So this
is why in the agricultural markets in the world we have uneven competition and the
Americans say we have no level playing fields because industrialized countries
support so much their agricultural sector and a large part of that support is going to
export subsidies. Last week I have gone on record saying that I find this unethical
that poor countries that want to lead an export-led development strategy are
hampered in their efforts because of the policies of the rich countries. I do not think
that is really ethical, that we cut the grass before they feed and that there is no level
playing field in the agricultural sector.
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There are also barriers for agriculture imports so it is difficult to lead an
agricultural export-led development strategy. I think this is also why the European
Union’s “everything but arms” policy now is very useful now and I think it should
be extended not to just to the poorest of the poor countries but to most developing
countries. We must also realize that good agricultural performance in the past does
not preclude future and rapid agriculture growth. I remember when I was a student
at the University at Leuven that there was very poor agriculture performance in
India, for instance. This was around 1964-65 when we talked about agricultural
crisis, it was about India. Now, India had its Green Revolution; it had a very rapid
agricultural development, so that poor agricultural performance in the past does not
preclude future rapid agricultural growth. Things can change rapidly if the
conditions are right.
There are also a number of success stories already in agricultural development in
Sub-Saharan Africa. Kenya is now, after Holland, the second largest exporter of
flowers in the world. Look at Mali, a very poor country which produces 600 000
tons of cotton per year now. Even Benin, produces more than 400 000 tons of high
quality cotton. Côte d’Ivoire produces 40 percent of the cocoa production in the
world. You can give a number of success stories and in fact, IFPRI is now writing
up those success stories. There are a number of success stories in agriculture, even
in Sub-Saharan Africa. So what is important is in the investment climate also for
agriculture and empowerment. So, I conclude here this section that growth is only
really sustainable when it is pro-poor, pro-women, pro-environment and thus, in
fact, pro-agriculture.
So why do the rural poor really matter and what is the nature of their poverty? The
rural poor really matter in agricultural development and they can be the foundation
of economic growth. This is what many NGOs find out and also what many
academic research shows that in fact, the poor are a good investment. This is a bit
contrary to what we expect at first, that investing in the poor people is money down
the drain. It is not. Like microfinance for poor people, in general, they have
repayment rates of over 98-99 percent and in fact, they use the money very wisely
and it is well known now that even poor people, they save. The little they have they
save, they still put some money away, usually.
So to break the poverty circle we need to invest in their basic capital stock. The
physical capital stock, human capital, especially human capital, capacity building,
and social capital. This will produce high quality growth if we invest in the basic
assets of poor people. Now, we must also realize that falling back into poverty is
possible. This has happened in several countries because of civil conflict, because
of war, because of drought or external circumstances, because of shocks basically,
that people may fall back in poverty. This is why vulnerability is also such an
important concept. But assets are central in rural poverty reduction and in coping
with vulnerability. We can enrich the capital stock of poor people especially their
human capital but also their physical capital and some social capital–I mean
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solidarity mechanisms, then they are less vulnerable and then they are less prone to
suffer from external shocks. So assistance must focus on the assets of the poor and
on technology. Technology is still tremendously important because technology
increases their productivity and so it increases their income. It may reduce risk.
This is also why there is still a large role of public sector institutions in rural
development, what we call agricultural services, it really is agricultural research,
extension, empowerment, infrastructure, microfinance and this needs to be coupled
with private investment. The public sector can be wanting. The private sector must
follow. This is why the investment climate is also so important.
And if we focus on women farmers we know that we have much more resilience.
Women farmers are very resilient. Women farmers are extremely important for
food security. We know that one dollar earned by women, that a large part of it
goes to their children and goes, in fact, to nutrition. Women can be agents of
change.
Now let me here mention rapidly the climate in international financing for
agriculture development. This has also already been said by the introduction this
morning that financing for agricultural development is at an all time low, as a share
of total development aid. There is a reduction about 40 percent between 1988 and
1998. Even if we look at the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers which most
countries have now prepared or are preparing, in many cases the agricultural
sectors is downplayed.
In 1999/2000 World Bank lending in Sub-Saharan Africa was only 8.5 percent.
This contrasts with about 30 percent ten or fifteen years ago. I even asked the high
World Bank official why is this? Why are you talking about poverty reduction,
poverty strategy papers and you are downplaying the agricultural sector? The
answer was, well, we have had so many failures in the agriculture sector, we are
trying new things. I think we just need to try harder and we need to learn more
from the lessons of success and lessons of failures because spending on social
services, budget support, policy frameworks, it basically all boils down to trickle-
down. We are hoping that the poor will be lifted out of poverty to trickle-down
effects. But somehow it will seep through from other sectors and from some other
activities to the poor and it will reach the poor. In many cases of experiences, it will
not reach the poor, but trickle-down does not work. There is also much more aid
now today which is tied and there is less aid for public institutions and public
services. So, in many cases what you see in present day aid programmes is that
there is no direct attack on rural poverty. In fact we are back to trickle-down. But
we invest in other sectors and in other activities in special agendas, or what I call
special agendas. There are so many. Everybody now seems to have his own
agenda. This is important, this is important, so there are many, many important
things and I agree with that; many things are important, but often we are losing
track of the fact that agriculture growth and rural development – you need to attack
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it directly in order to lift poor people of out poverty. This, in fact, will be the
subject of Panel III which deals with financing for development.
Now, let me go here briefly about what are the important lessons that we have
learned? The first one I already mentioned is that trickle-down alone does not work
for rural poverty reduction. We need targeting. The corollary to this is that
redistribution only without increasing national income is not sustainable either. If
you spread poverty around, if you redistribute wealth in a country without
economic grout, this is not sustainable. This will not work. I mean, the best of what
you can do is having some economic growth which lifts many people out of
poverty and the people that are vulnerable and that are stuck and are not affected by
that economic growth, you need to target them specifically. The best strategy I
think is economic growth and targeting of the poor with special programmes to lift
them out of poverty.
Reduced public expenditures, for instance, as a result of structural adjustment
programmes affect first of all the poor. It affects public health, education,
agricultural services. So we need a public social protection safety net targeted at the
poor. I know that in many countries this is still taboo. You cannot talk about social
protection safety nets. We know this is very difficult to set up and also that if you
set up a social protection safety net, many people, the government do not need
support, maybe they will benefit from it. We think it is more people, that a public
social safety net reaches the real poor, that is the main issue, if some people are not
really that poor also benefit from it, well, there is some leakage there but I think we
have to take that with it. It is not because it is difficult to do and that some people
will benefit from it that are not really poor, that you do not need to do it. The
important thing is to do it and focus it on the poor.
Now, I also mention here poverty is not the same as vulnerability. In fact I think
vulnerability is sometimes much more important concept and this is why we need
to strengthen the assets of poor people.
Now I travelled a lot in sub-Saharan Africa and I have a lot of contacts with
universities also there and the question of “How does it affect the poor?” I almost
never hear. I must say that. I am surprised by that. Here we are in Brussels in this
Egmont Palace discussing about rural poverty and how does it affect the poor and
that, I think, should be the most frequently asked question, also by governments
and developing countries and ministries. In most cases what you still have is that
after long discussions at the end of a programme they say, “Well, it will also
benefit the poor.” It is almost like a by-product but it is not against the poor; it will
also benefit the poor somehow. I think we should make sure that the most
frequently asked question is how does it affect the poor.  That should be the central
question in any discussion: “How does it affect the poor?” I do not hear that
question most of the time.
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So one Euro plus for the poor is also much more work than one Euro plus for the
average citizens. That also is important.
Agricultural development requires incentives. People must be motivated to
produce. Incentives are terrible important in economic development. Public
agricultural services because the private sector in many cases will not do
agricultural research on extension or microcredit or schooling or infrastructure.
Hence institutions and capacity building. Especially in sub-Saharan Africa, labour,
especially women’s labour, is still often the major constraint.
Most agricultural research is still “scale positive”. It really benefits the better off
farmers, the larger farmers, and we need to focus agricultural research on the poor
also. I know this is very difficult. In this aspect stability of yields, less risk is often
more important than higher yields per se because higher yields per se, they often
require external inputs. Integrated soil fertility management, integrated pest
management, local farmer knowledge are key things here. I do not have time to go
into that but in terms of robustness, resilience, stability, those are the key concepts.
Also for market access for the poor is often the major constraint. In the rural areas
in the Congo, this is the real problem: market access because infrastructure is so
bad. People have no access to markets to sell their products so remoteness,
enclaved, high transport costs are major problems for several sub-Saharan African
countries. It is much less a problem in Asia or Latin America.
Private sector development. We have to realize that private sector development by
itself does not necessarily benefit the poor. Private monopolies can be worse than
public monopolies. We have seen it already in certain private cotton companies.
They just buy the cotton; they do not provide the services; they do not provide the
seeds even; they do not provide the extension. Private monopolies may be worse
than public monopolies. So minimal public services, redistribution, correction of
the markets may be needed for rural poverty alleviation.
So, conducive policy environment, good governance is necessary but that is not
necessarily sufficient for aid to work. In fact, local participation of a target group is
crucial. Often, local government matters more for the poor than the central
government. This is why decentralization is so important.
Now, about the BSF. It is oriented towards a comprehensive, integrated,
participatory and multisectoral approach aimed at enhancing and strengthening
household food security, nutritional status, local governance and the capacity of
civil society. They constitute an entry point to an integrated approach
encompassing multiple elements such as production, marketing, access,
entitlement, intrahousehold distribution, basic social services and empowerment. If
you look at the IFAD-BSF Joint Programme Strategy Paper 2001-2011, there is a
lot there about targeting. I will not go into that; it is in my paper. Geographic
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targeting, self targeting, gender targeting. Self-targeting is ideal but it is also
difficult.
IFAD’s strength in improving household food security and nutrition is basically in
increasing agricultural production, particularly for staple foods and in many cases
or tin foods and enhancing income generation through institution building
including rural financial institutions and targeted investments at both the micro and
macro levels in agricultural technology, processing, storage and marketing.
Particular attention is devoted to strengthening the role and capacity of community-
based organizations: local development, local governments, local community based
organizations and this is, in fact, the essence of empowering them.
It is a process approach, bottom-up against the blueprint approach. Process
approach: flexible and continuous, demand driven.
Microfinance development is a very powerful instrument. Many NGOs are doing
that now too. Microfinance is becoming mainstream. It is unsubsidized but it is
non-exploitative. It is local peer monitored financial intermediation. It is a problem
sometimes of financial sustainability because administering those programmes –
microfinance programmes – costs money and this is why these BSF grant resources
are important because they allow a mixing of grant money with loan money. Most
IFAD’s projects in poor countries are loan; I mean they are concessional loans at
very low interest rates and very long payback periods but if you can mix those
loans with grant resources you can make it that much more attractive to the real
poor people. This is why the BSF grant resources are so important because they can
be mixed with IFAD’s regular loans.
The logical framework is used, which is really a cause and effect model, and then a
new monitoring and evaluation approach is being used. I am not getting into details
now but this is the subject of Panel II. Panel II will be talking about how you
evaluate projects, how you set up monitoring and evaluation and what IFAD’s
approach is. IFAD has a new approach now for monitoring and evaluation and this
is a discussion that will take place in Panel II.
So, conclusions. Very briefly. Poverty is linked to frustrated capabilities due to
asset deprivation, inability to afford decent health and education and lack of power.
Low consumption is only one dimension, others are malnutrition, illiteracy, low life
expectancy, insecurity, powerlessness and low self-esteem.
Poverty is multidimensional and therefore poverty reduction efforts must be
multitargeted. They must encompass economic, social, political and institutional
factors.
Agricultural change can work to reduce poverty, but only when it is linked to social
changes that give the poor greater power over the social factors that determine their
livelihoods.
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The answer to rural poverty is not just agriculture. I mean, IFAD is just not about
agriculture, it is about rural poverty but agriculture is a big part of the story for the
single reason that so many people find their livelihoods in agriculture directly or
indirectly. But equally important is empowerment and a favourable investment
climate, also for the poor, which creates an enabling environment and incentives.
So, the main challenge is to enable the rural poor in helping themselves out of
poverty through increased access to resources, markets and institutions. This is a
daunting task. If we fail, we will have in a decade or less a major focus probably on
urban poverty. But the rural poor offer much better prospects: economic self-
sustaining, equitable development, what I call quality economic growth, through
agricultural and rural non-farm, often farm related, productive activities. This is
why and this is my last sentence, this is why a pro-poor, pro-women, pro-
environment approach to agricultural development is so important.
Thank you very much.
Chairman: Thank you very much Prof. Tollens for an excellent, informative and
very insightful presentation. We are slightly behind time and we have a bit of an
agenda. By 11:00 hours the President and the Secretary of State will have a press
conference so if you do not mind we will have a general discussion for about 15
minutes and that will be followed by video presentations.
So may I open the floor for any general questions that you may have on these
presentations.
Mr K. Panneels (DGIC): I guess that somebody has to pose a question on the
table. My name is Kris Panneels. I am working within the Strategy Division of
DGIC. It was just a reaction to the latest explanations of Prof. Tollens when he said
that agricultural development is linked also to social development; it is also a social
issue. The point I would make to that is it is not only a social issue, it is also a
political issue because I think that the reason why agriculture has got so poor
attention over the last years, I would think, is linked to a political neglect and to the
powerlessness of the poor in terms of they do not have a voice and I wonder how
you can tackle that lack of political weight in attacking poverty in rural areas.
Prof. Tollens: I was not sure if the question was addressed to me because it is
really a political question, political neglect. Well, I could not agree more fully with
you. The question really is how do we change that. How can you make policy
makers in developing countries like in sub-Saharan Africa really care about other
people and about agricultural development? This is why I said, you know, the most
frequently asked question should be: how does it affect the poor? I never hear this
question. When you participate in discussions, agriculture, rural development,
poverty alleviation is not high on the agenda. It is always something else. It is
always a special issue or it is. How can we mobilize politicians, especially in
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developing countries, to have pro-poor policies, pro-growth policies, pro-women
policies, pro-environment policies? I think to a large extent this is not a technical
discussion; it is a political discussion and from my own private perspective, I hope
that our policy makers or ministers of the development corporations, our
authorities, when they negotiate with policy makers in developing countries, that
they put this quite up front. To be very blunt, they do not care much about the rural
poor. Sometimes you could say, why should we? I mean, it has to be a two-way
street. We have to be quite honest about it that we are prepared to help and spend
more resources on working against rural poverty but there must be a favourable
environment there. It must be shared by the local policy makers and unfortunately
in a number of cases, this is not the case. They have other agendas. I think this is
why these big multilateral United Nations sponsored conferences like the latest one
in Johannesburg – I think this is vitally important because this is a forum where
you can mobilize political support especially in developing countries, and where
you can have partnerships between our policy makers from the north and policy
makers from the south. You can only hope that that the nice declarations they make
that they will take them seriously and that they will implement them. But I think
you have put your finger on a major problem.
Things are changing I must say. I think the momentum is moving in the right
direction–maybe slowly, maybe not rapid enough–but in a number of countries you
have an environment now which is much more conducive to pro-poor policies and
rural development. I could mention a number of countries; I will not do it here, but
I think it is changing and it is moving in the right direction but maybe too slowly.
Speaker (no name given) : Could I add because I think the question is very, very
relevant, as Prof. Tollens also underlined, and I think I would like to make two
points. First of all, Prof. Tollens quoted a World Bank official saying why lending
an interest in agriculture had dwindled over the past decade or so and what you
heard is failure in projects in achieving their targets. I think there has been in the
past and still is in some instances, very much, and I think this relates to your
question, it has been a top-down; one factor very often technology-driven type of
programmes for something that is multifaceted which is social, political,
economical, etc., so there has not always been an understanding of this when
programmes and projects have been designed and actually then, what can we do
about it? Well, what we have tried to do and what I feel very strongly about and it
is captured in our Strategic Framework is to start from something very, very basic
and almost philosophical, but I think of great importance, namely that the poor are
not objects for our concern and for our manipulation. They are subjects, they are
the prime actors in their own development and what we can do as an international
institution is, as we say in our Strategic Framework, we can enable the rural poor to
overcome their poverty. They are the prime subjects. They are the prime actors. We
can enable through their use of support measures be it input, be it help in
organizing, be it linkages to markets, be it rural finance and all the measures that
Prof. Tollens, I think in an excellent presentation, presented. All these are needed
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but the basic understanding and the basic approach must be that we cannot do
development for them. They are, the poor are the actors and we can provide
opportunities and assets and etceteras and that is profound because basically you
have a way of organizing and a way of being part in the political life because
development is also about political accountability. That is why we say, as one of
our strategic goals, to strengthen the capacity of the poor and their organizations.
I think this realization starting with the philosophy as it were, then drawing the
operational conclusions from that can be helpful in trying to change a dwindling
pattern of support from the past.
Chairman: Maybe one last question? Per Eklund.
Mr P. Eklund, Chief Coordinator, Agro Resource Systems Group: I want to
really compliment Prof. Tollens; your presentation was in the tradition of great
economists. You referred to Yujiro Hayami and I am pleased you referred to the
Japanese example in the nineteenth century. Why, indeed, agriculture was a base
for industrial growth and beyond in Japan was a great emphasis on education
training and rural institutions. Very much in line with the theme which Prof.
Tollens developed now in his analysis. The worry I see is how we can get action in
the direction of where you want us to go but you were very clear about the negative
implications of failures, continued failures. The question I just want to emphasize
without giving an answer is “how can we build upon successes when we have
successes?” Not just in the field, in the rural areas but also where institutions come
together, where we need to work towards multisectoral interventions which is the
essence of Prof. Tollens’ message: agriculture plus the social dimensions,
education, learning. So, how can be broadcast this message of successes because
there are a few successes and that is, we are very poor in that. And then by
implication, by conclusion, Prof. Tollens and others in Africa and beyond need
people who do not even put the poverty agenda on the agenda. Perhaps because
there is a reason. So maybe Prof. Tollens, if you want to have a comment on this.
Thank you so much.
Mr K. Cools, Project Manager (DGIC): Most of the interventions that we have
here this morning seem to relate rural poverty to agriculture or some kind of
agriculture activity. I would like to emphasize that real rural poverty in some
countries at least is linked to the lack of agriculture land and sometimes the lack of
land at all, even to build a house. I can take an example of Bangladesh, for
instance, where the poorest of the poor are 20 million, that means 20 million people
have not even any land to cultivate. Why? Because sometimes they lost it because
they entered into a credit scheme and they could not repay so they had to sell their
land or they had some case of illness in their family or they had a bad crop, bad
year, bad crop. So, my question is really, are we not starting from the wrong point
when we say we start from people who have land and who can cultivate and can
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start a development while the bottom line is really people who have no land in the
rural areas?
Prof. Tollens: If I may say, in general in sub-Saharan Africa at least, land is
available. There are only a couple of cases, a few exceptions where access to land
is a problem. In Ethiopia it is a problem, in parts of Ethiopia. It is becoming a
problem more and more in certain highly populated areas in Nigeria, like around
Owadi Imostate where population density is around 500 persons per square
kilometre. But by and large in sub-Saharan Africa, land is available; people have
access to land but land is often very poor. It is degraded, it is acid soil, it is
depleted, the land is of poor quality so people need a lot of land to make a living on
it. But access to land, I would say, is emerging as an issue, especially in the more
densely populated areas. In Rwanda it is becoming a problem, you know, land
access but it is nothing like Bangladesh or India where in fact, most of the rural
people are in fact landless people and where access to land is the number one
problem to lift people out of poverty. This is not the case in Africa. In Africa I
would say access to technology, access to microfinance and empowerment giving
the rural poor the voice, making sure they are heard and making sure the
government spends more money in them, invests in them, provides public services.
I think this is the problem.
In certain countries, I may mention Senegal. The farmers in Senegal now are very
well represented, are very well organized. They have a strong political voice. I
think this is also why economic development and agricultural development in
general in Senegal is better than in several other countries because rural people are
already fairly well empowered and they have representation. But land, I would say,
is not the major issue in agricultural development in Africa. There are exceptions as
I have mentioned and it is growing but it still is a minor issue.
Speaker (no name given) : Pour enchaîner sur ce que Monsieur Tollens vient de
dire, l'accès à la terre existe en Afrique, oui, mais quelle terre? Parce que nous
constatons qu'avec la croissance démographique, non seulement la terre se rétrécit
du point de vue superficie, elle s'érode de plus en plus dans des zones en relief et sa
fertilité baisse de plus en plus quand elle ne s'intoxique pas par une mauvaise
irrigation; on parlait du Sénégal, dans le bassin arachidier, les rendements sont
tombés en dessous de 200 kg d'arachides à l'hectare, ça ne vaut plus rien ces terres
là! Dans la vallée du fleuve Sénégal, les petits paysans ont mal irrigué et ont fait
remonter le sel et ont stérilisé complètement des milliers d'hectares de terre!
Donc je crois qu'aussi dans les documents du FIDA, on n'insiste pas assez sur
l'aspect durabilité de la mise en valeur des ressources naturelles et particulièrement
la fertilité du sol. Tout à l'heure Monsieur Tollens nous dressait un tableau quelque
peu idyllique en disant un petit paysan pauvre, pour autant qu'il ne gagne pas plus
que 2 000 dollars par an, trouve toujours de quoi manger! Finalement, l'agriculteur
a un avantage comparatif par rapport aux urbains, c'est vrai pour autant que l'outil
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se maintienne, et là il risque de disparaître si on ne fait pas très attention à sa
conservation. L'exode rural, il a existé chez nous quand l'industrie s'est développée,
et c'était l'exode des paysans vers les zones industrielles. En Afrique, l'exode rural
est tout aussi important mais ce n'est pas vers les zones industrielles, c'est vers des
zones urbaines qui offrent quoi de plus que la campagne? Pourquoi est-ce que des
jeunes paysans qui sont pauvres à la campagne mais où ils peuvent encore manger,
sont attirés par la ville où ils seront beaucoup plus pauvres, où personne ne les
aidera et ils n'auront même pas à manger? Alors là, quelle est la motivation,
pourquoi est-ce que le jeune ne se plaît plus à la campagne, est-ce trop dur, est-ce
parce qu'il manque de protection sociale, et parce qu'il n'a pas de perspective
d'avenir? C'est ça le véritable problème, et la conservation de son capital de
production est certainement un facteur essentiel d'avenir pour toute cette jeunesse
rurale.
Chairman: I think we now have had an introduction to some of the interesting
questions and competing issues before us. It is a good stage in which we can move
into our panel, into our various panels. Before that we are requesting Mr Atiqur
Rahman to give us a brief idea of how we go about this.
Mr A. Rahman, External Affairs Department, (IFAD): We break into panel
discussions after a short video presentation and a coffee break and we suggest three
themes which emerge from Prof. Eric Tollens paper, Panel I, the theme is, and it
was written “Moving beyond declaration and achieving the global targets in
poverty reduction” This panel will be led by Prof. Tollens himself and the
panellists are Mr Bernard De Schrevel, Mr Thierry Kesteloot of OXFAM; Mr De
Schrevel is from DGIC, and Mr Marek Poznansky, Collectif Strategies
Alimentaires and myself. So these are the panel members for Panel I.
Panel II. The topic is “Impacts of programme and/or project activities”. This panel
will be led by Prof. Patrick Kolsteren. The panellists are Mr Françoise Lemmens of
IFAD and BSF, Mr Jean-Yves Standaaert, Head of Services IFAD/BSF, DGIC and
Mr Patrick Vanderhulst, ATOL.
Panel III. The topic is “Financing for development”. This panel will be led by Mr
Mohamen Béavogui, Director Western and Central Africa Division of IFAD. The
panellists are Prof. Paul Reding, Professor of Public Finance at the Faculty of
Economics, Mr Thomas Elhaut, Lead Economist of IFAD, Mr Yves De Pierpont,
Expert Direction Coopération Multilatéral, DGIC and Mr Warren Nyamugasira,
Uganda National NGO-Forum.
These three panels will be meeting starting at 11:30 hours Panel I will be meeting
in blue room, salle bleue which is going down here, one floor down.
Panel II will be in salle orange, the orange room, which is also next to the blue
room, one floor down.
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Panel III will meet here. The list of members of panellists is posted on the walls
here and also on the outside so this is the suggested list. Feel free to change your
group if you like. We have tried to divide them equally on the basis of what we
perceived with interest.
With these words I leave the floor to Mr Phrang Roy.
Mr P. Roy, Chairman: Maybe we can have the film now.
Mr P. Roy, Chairman: Before we start hearing from the different groups’ reports
of a gist of their discussions which they will give in 10 minutes so we can have
some time for discussions, I would like us to welcome Dr Valkeniers, the Member
of Parliament who has kindly come to join us this afternoon. He has been working
very closely with the BSF group and we thank you very much Sir for taking your
time to be with us today.
May I request then the Rapporteur of Panel I “Moving beyond declaration and
achieving the global targets in poverty reduction” please to make your presentation
in ten minutes please.
Rapporteur of Panel I: I will try to summarize which is not an easy task what has
been said during our panel.
Millennium goals are not unrealistic. There is a need to have a focussed effort?? in
partnership between the north and the south and give priority to poverty reduction.
How to reach these goals? Key words emerge during our panel. Targets. How to
reach the poor? One of the answers was “empowerment of the poor people through
different kinds of activities and through politics, through local, regional and
international levels, at the local level”. We talked a long time about farmers
organizations. How to reach a commitment that is locally based and how to spread
that question at the international level? Through decentralization, through the
capacity of the poor. In that I am saying education, human resources and the
dignity of the people. Empowerment. How the poor speak on their terms. How to
give them the possibility to speak at a higher level than only the local level. Give
and at the end we have reached the idea to give political power to the poor with the
right to protect and defend themselves. In the WTO, the poor must have the power
to do so and we will come back with the second idea which is coherence in policy.
The first idea is coherence between the natures and in that we mean UN agencies,
different bilateral donators. Another idea in coherence is in our agricultural policy
in the north towards the south. For example the WTO is the central tool concerning
that question. There is a question of dumping, subsidize in agriculture, in exports.
We must give the power to the poor. What about the 1994 Maricos Agreement ?
We have never really seen them working truly on the ground. Also incoherence in
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policy; we have been talking about to play the game and the rules and there is the
main problem of price stability. Incoherence and possibility that the last idea is
raise the public aid commitment of the international community.
Another idea was to take into account the diversity of situations and there I have
got more examples to give because there are plenty of them: countries, politics.
The last question was a question of technology. The group that was in the panel
talked about simple technology. How local forms of technology can be spread out.
The farmers organization is one of the answers. We should help them as the
international community to help them to structurate their organization
The conclusion was that poor are good investments, as we have been saying this
morning. A minimum of resources in technology to gain a maximum of
productivity. If we, and in we, I mean and the panel was meaning the north and the
south, said business as usual, nothing will move forward to reach the Millennium
goals.
Mr P. Roy, Chairman: May I call on the Rapporteur of Panel II. “Impact of
programme and/or project activities”
Rapporteur of Panel II: Je crois qu'on peut se limiter à quatre points sur lesquels
on a conclu ou concentré les discussions. Ils ne sont pas par ordre d'importance...
mais un élément très important, c'était par rapport à l'évaluation de l'impact. C'est
clair que c'est important pour chacun de voir les choses dans une perspective à
moyen et à long terme, et de voir la durabilité des choses, de voir l'impact sur l'être
humain, c'est très important mais il y a un certain stress, une certaine crainte parce
qu'on dit bon, soyons réalistes, ce n'est pas évident de faire des évaluations
d'impact en tant que telles, soyons réalistes, une des motivations pour travailler
avec le cadre logique c'est justement de pouvoir distinguer la responsabilité de
chacun par rapport aux suppositions à responsabilité aux autres, et la responsabilité
du programme est focalisée sur ce qu'ils appellent l'objectif spécifique... donc,
essayons de limiter et de le faire bien par rapport aux évaluations, par rapport
jusqu'à ce niveau là, donc tout ce qui est au niveau de la base, réalisation des
activités, les dépenses, les effets directs qu'on appelle en route, les effets indirects
outcome, les effets secondaires aussi, est-ce qu'il y a eu des déviations, dans quelle
mesure ces suppositions ont-elles été réalisées, tout cela est important mais si on
appelle impact des choses encore plus importantes, de voir dans quelle mesure le
programme a vraiment contribué à cette finalité, là cela devient autre chose, bon s'il
faut le faire, il faut qu'il y a ait les moyens, il faut qu'il y ait la légitimité, il faut
qu'il y ait un support, un appui politique de la communauté, etc. pour pouvoir bien
le faire. C'est là le premier échange qu'il y a eu.
Le deuxième, c'est le souci qu'on a exprimé pour dire que monitoring and
evaluation, utilisons-le aussi comme un instrument pour renforcer les structures
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locales, donc aussi comme un outil d'empowerment, de capacity-building, puisque
c'est aussi peut-être d'abord eux qui doivent apprendre des données collectées, des
éléments qui ont été conclus, et qui ne doivent pas seulement apprendre de ce qu'ils
ont fait, mais qui doivent aussi apprendre à apprendre, c'est-à-dire donc toute la
réflexion qui va autour, c'est important que ce soit développé à travers l'application
de monitoring and evaluation.
Troisième point, au niveau d'un monitoring and evaluation, surtout si on parle du
FIDA ou du Fonds belge de survie, c'est sûr qu'il y a plusieurs acteurs qui sont
impliqués, chacun avec des intérêts quelque peu différents, complémentaires mais
différents. Cela veut dire qu'il voit la réalisation d'un programme à partir de
différentes vues, différente mission, différente vision des choses. Là, c'est
important qu'on fasse la distinction entre ce qu'on peut appeler plutôt une
évaluation contrôle-audit, où un bailleur vérifie si en effet tout a été dépensé
comme prévu et a été réalisé comme prévu, et d'autre part une évaluation qui est
plutôt alors un moment où on peut vraiment réfléchir ensemble, se concerter et où
on peut et on doit écouter chacun, chacun doit participer d'une certaine manière
dans une évaluation de façon qu'avant qu'il y ait les conclusions finales, on ait
écouté chacun et qu'on puisse inclure les points de vue de chacun. Un audit, c'est
important mais c'est autre chose, puisqu'on parle ici d'une évaluation.
Quatrième point, c'est la discussion sur laquelle on n'a pas eu des conclusions,
c'est-à-dire quelle est la meilleure méthodologie, quelle est la bonne méthodologie
maintenant pour y arriver; je crois que ce sont des éléments qui ont été avancés
aussi par le FIDA, une méthodologie est bonne dans le sens qu'elle a des effets sur
la gestion du cycle des projets, good governance, c'est important, une évaluation
doit amener des données pour pouvoir mieux gérer les choses, mais il y a deux
autres éléments qui sont importants aussi dans le choix d'une méthodologie, c'est
d'une part de mettre en avant aussi des méthodologies qui permettent de faire
remonter, de vérifier dans quelle mesure le programme répond aux besoins et
attentes des concernés, si on vise les populations pauvres, dans quelle mesure la
méthodologie permet vraiment qu'ils s'expriment et qu'ils influencent les
conclusions, et l'autre aspect c'est l'aspect social learning processes, c'est-à-dire
que c'est une méthodologie qui doit respecter l'évolution des choses, donc les gens
mêmes, en réalisant un programme, même en faisant l'évaluation; la compilation
s'améliore, l'analyse s'améliore et va aussi évoluer, donc c'est un processus qu'il est
important de stimuler et de nourrir à travers ces méthodologies. Donc c'est
important d'avoir des données fiables et objectives, mais c'est aussi important
d'avoir la participation, le commitment des gens, et que chacun apprenne à travers
cet exercice de monitoring and evaluation.
Et dans ce cadre-là on a dit aussi que c'est important qu'il y ait au début du projet,
lors de la formulation du projet, quelque chose comme un baseline survey, ou déjà
dès le début qu'on se mette d'accord sur quelle est la situation de base et sur quels
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sont les résultats auxquels on veut arriver. Bon, c'est un peu limitatif, on peut
compléter cela.
Mr P. Roy, Chairman: May I call then on the last Rapporteur for the Panel III on
“Financing for development”.
Rapporteur of Panel III: The group III dealt with effective financing for
development. We have a PowerPoint.
The group looked at this issue based on four points, a kind of compact. The first
one is the effective poverty reduction strategies such as PRSP, participation of civil
society, government commitment including resources from debt relief and effective
ODA.
On the first compact, effective poverty reduction strategies, we discussed around
the example of Uganda–actually the implementation of PRSP in Uganda and in
eastern Africa at large. The strengths based on this experience are participation. It
was found that participation is a basic element. The voice of the poor is very
important. The country ownership of strategic priorities and policy framework are
also a strength. The strengths built on private strategy works; in the countries where
there were strategies it was easier to design PRSPs. In Uganda and in some
countries they are progressively establishing poverty funds and in the case of
Uganda this fund is called Poverty Action Fund. The PRSP also expresses the
needs for a modernization of agriculture, liberalization and privatization.
The weaknesses to be addressed are the needs to delink PRSP from HIPC. A
weakness takes in the analysis of impact on the poor, lack of rights strategy menu,
some strategies are there but the menu is limited–as in the case of access of women
to loans was for example flagged out–the lack of transition system from
microfinance to rural finance, particularly the issue of capital accumulation in the
rural sector, the needs for safe safety nets and the need for attention to governance.
The issue of corruption was stressed
The next point discussed was the government commitment to include the resources
from debt-relief. The analysis on this point shows that there is a scope for debt
reduction to supplement present fiscal resources. There is also scope and needs for
debt reduction to supplement ODA. There is still, on the agenda–maybe more today
than yesterday–a problem of equity between HIPC countries vis à vis non HIPC.
That means particularly low income countries. The requirements are long term
commitment, relationship to absorptive capacity of countries which is still a
problem, equity among countries with respect to human development needs, links
to human development needs rather than debt-export ratio as calculated today for
HIPC, efficiency that is maintain incentive for governments with parsimonious
conditionality and multinational framework.
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The way forward may be to review with HIPC their design and use the criteria of
comprehensiveness, additionality and safeguarding financial integrity of IFIs,
repair initiative is a possible way forward. As you know this is an initiative that
involves 23 donor countries and 49 LICs.
The bilateral perspective. It was confirmed that international conferences are
important channels for bilateral influence and government effectiveness. Monterrey
and Johannesburg raised the hopes in terms of resources but also flagged
challenges. Particularly it was concluded that the main one is to translate
commitments into effective mobilization of resources. In addition some
commitments are yet to be met and these relate to increase of investment resources
for agriculture and its infrastructure, financing of global public goods, principles
for private sector engagement.
And last, there is a need for a framework for common approach between
multilateral and bilateral action starting from EU since we are in Brussels.
Multilateral perspective. Investment of capacities of the poor and their
organisations leads to growth with poverty reduction. This is the first finding. The
next one is that new frameworks for development cooperation, MDGs, PRSPs,
Monterrey are the right ones for a conducive multilateral approach.
IFI’s policies need to ensure adequacy, that means quantity and quality of IFI
development finance. There is need to move to performance base allocation but in
this context, keep needs as important criteria, differentiate its approach for weak
performers and strong performers keeping in mind co-responsibility between donor
and the recipient countries, appropriately tighter alliances between civil society
organizations, government bilaterals, multilaterals and private sector based on the
bottom-up approach.
In conclusion, the partnership for effective development finance calls for 1) a
strategic framework with policy pluralism and coherence; 2) civil society
stakeholdership; 3) government commitment; 4) better complementarity between
bilateral and multilateral engagements; and 5) credible long-term commitment of
all partners.
Mr P. Roy, Chairman: I think we have time for 15 minutes of general discussions
following these presentations so the floor is open for comments, questions,
clarifications.
It seems that the issues raised have been very clear and there is quite a lot of
consensus as we saw in the different groups.
Mr P. Eklund, Chief Coordinator, Agro Resources Systems Group: As an
outside observer I see the homogeneity of your three scenes here. It starts with the
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financing of resources, the last group and its rapporteur. Obviously financing
resource will be more easy, the more you have results, and the more verified it the
impact. The impact is there as the Group II repporteur said, when local capabilities
and local learning is augmented and in that context, if I am committed Mr
Chairmen, I want briefly to refer to second your research findings. A Belgian
economist now in Ethiopia with the World Bank, Luc Andreassen with Robert
Heldemann has put on the Web an extremely interesting and important article. It
states that the increasing nutrition knowledge, increasing local learning by women
in communities will accelerate reduction in poverty beyond the contributions of
income or production and former schooling. This was not known until recently. It
happens to coincide with what OE in IFAD found for Nepal. All the studies are
available for the Keller Foundation in Indonesia. Same point and for eastern Kenya.
So, for us, our concern for meeting international development goals which is the
theme of this seminar as well, local learning is essential. That means for those
when we talk about monitoring and evaluation, we also have to monitor local
learning and there are some very important implications for those responsible in
IFAD and the Belgian Government and all the multi- and bilateral for programme
design. We need now following Luc Andreassen and the World Bank and they
have begun in Ethiopia already to allow local communities to choose from a
flexible menu of interventions and they will be allowed to choose also growth
promotion, monitoring, the diagnosing local patterns, if there are malnourished
children or not, and when that happens statistical rigorous studies show you have
less malnutrition, you have less monitoring.
We can confer beyond in fact what we discussed today. We can commit the
programme design, apply research findings and then, I think, we need a couple of
indicators to foster international development cooperation but we are not there yet.
But, I think there is much light on the horizon if there is a good will from this table
today and beyond to apply the lessons.
Speaker (no name given) : On the report on the last panel there was a mention of
performance-based allocation. There are so many criteria to assess performance;
you can just assess performance on project implementation, but you can also assess
performance on policy implementation, on good governance and on the way PRSP
progresses. So there is a big debate now in IFAD on the occasion of the
negotiations on the Sixth Replenishment and one of the points where there still is
no consensus is what we should do with performance-based allocation.
I know you are working on it and are preparing a paper for this negotiation so I
would like to know what your position is so far on this. Suppose we have a bad
case scenario, that the government does not approve of good governance, what do
you do in that case?
Another speaker, no name given: I was interested in report of Group I on the
emphasis that was made on the rights of poor people to defend themselves and the
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link they made with even the WTO. In practice what actually did you have in mind
of what the poor can do in terms of defending their positions as far as WTO is
concerned because this is a very complex process, very highly technical, very
highly contested, if you like. What can they actually do in practice?
Mr P. Roy, Chairman: Maybe that question needs an immediate reply. May I
request Prof. Tollens from the Group I to give a summary
Prof. Tollens: In fact, your question refers to the fact that firstly the concept of
food sovereignty and the fact that poor countries under circumstances have the
right to defend themselves and take protective measures. We know that this is very
controversial but it is also one of the items on the agenda of the next WTO
negotiations. That is what is called “Development Box” that certain measures that
poor countries take to protect their agriculture and food sector may be allowed
under certain stringent conditions to develop themselves, to protect themselves, like
against dumping of rich countries, or against unfair measures that are taken by
certain countries. In the discussion in our group it was felt that poor developing
countries have the right to fend for themselves and under certain circumstances
they could apply the “Development Box” meaning a series of measures they could
take to protect their very vulnerable agricultural and food sector.
Dr Valkeniers: As Vice-Chairman of the Parliamentarian Commission for the
Belgian Survival Fund I would like to ask you if you people are happy with the
cooperation of the Belgian Survival Fund? What can be improved? My second
question is are you also happy with the cooperation you get from the different
countries where you work with your projects and programmes?
Mr P. Roy, Chairman:  With regards to your question Dr Valkeniers your first
question.
Dr Valkeniers  I want a straight answer eh, not a diplomatic answer. I am not
known for being a very good diplomat but I am also known for someone who likes
to get down to the questions and to the problems so I would like to have real
straight, honest, forward answers.
Mr F. Lemmens: D'abord, pour votre première question, je crois que vous nous
avez demandé si nous sommes satisfaits et contents en ce qui concerne notre
collaboration avec le Fonds de survie. Je crois que la première chose que je
voudrais dire c'est qu'on a un peu d'expérience, et ce mariage a déjà duré à peu près
18 ans, donc cela veut dire qu'on a appris beaucoup de choses. On a pu développer
une stratégie ensemble, il y a eu des problèmes à un moment donné, bien sûr, mais
c'est comme ça que, comme dans un mariage, on améliore la qualité des relations,
surtout que, je crois, ce qui est très important est quand-même le fait que dans un
vrai partenariat il faut bénéficier tous les deux, c'est-à-dire que du côté belge, du
côté du FIDA, on a appris des deux côtés, et je crois que ce n'est pas une
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complémentarité mais une synergie. Ce qu'on a appris, bien sûr, c'est que dans un
partenariat comme celui-ci qui est unique au FIDA parce qu'on n'en a pas d'autres,
c'est vrai qu'il y a des problèmes parfois pratiques dans le domaine de
l'harmonisation des cycles de projet, vous avez suivi nos discussions quand on a
participé aux débats, quand on a eu l'évaluation par l'évaluateur spécial, par
exemple, et je crois qu'on a pu discuter d'une façon très transparente et très ouverte,
on a dit ce qu'on pensait et je crois que finalement on s'est enrichi à cause de ces
débats, parce que des deux côtés on a appris beaucoup de leçons.
La deuxième question était sur les pays dans lesquels nous sommes actifs. Je crois
qu'il y a 18 ans, on a commencé après la famine en Éthiopie, c'étaient surtout les
activités en Éthiopie, l'Érythrée, la Somalie, le Kenya, l'Ouganda, et c'est là qu'on a
construit, qu'on a accumulé nos expériences. Après l'année 1995 il y a eu
l'expansion pour couvrir les pays des grands lacs après les génocides, il y a eu les
interventions du côté Zaïre, du côté Tanzanie, en Ouganda il y a eu les
interventions lorsque les réfugiés se sont retrouvés dans les camps, vous les avez
visités. Donc je crois que là on a eu la possibilité, il faut le dire quand-même, au
FIDA, grâce au Fonds de survie, de faire une intervention immédiate et ce n'était
pas immédiatement le développement rural mais c'était la réhabilitation qui nous a
conduit vers le développement à plus long terme. Le projet que vous avez pu visiter
il y a quelques mois c'est le projet de Kagera, mais on n'a pas commencé par cela,
on a d'abord eu une réhabilitation, on a aidé les réfugiés, on a aidé la population
dans la zone de Kagera, tout autour dans les districts de Gara et Karagwe où les
réfugiés s'étaient accumulés et on a dû aider aussi la population locale, bien sûr,
parce qu'ils en souffraient, les réfugiés étaient beaucoup plus nombreux que la
population locale.
Un dernier point que je voudrais dire c'est qu'on est quand-même dans une zone, et
cela aussi vous l'avez pu constater lorsque vous avez visité les centres de santé dans
la région de Kagera dans les différents districts, qui est fortement touchée par
l'épidémie du sida. C'est vrai qu'on a fait de petites interventions, par exemple en
Ouganda pour aider les orphelins avec le projet UWESO, mais je crois que c'est
quand-même des modèles qu'on a développés que d'autres bailleurs de fonds sont
en train de répliquer maintenant. Voilà donc quelques exemples; finalement,
j'aimerais ajouter qu'en Afrique de l'Ouest, que je n'ai pas citée, il y a eu quand-
même aussi des interventions, au Mali, Burkina Faso, donc aussi dans les zones qui
étaient touchées par la guerre civile dans le nord du Mali, etc. Voilà, je ne sais pas
si j'étais direct, mais j'espère que j'ai clarifié un peu votre question.
En conclusion, je crois qu'on a appris énormément et puis j'espère qu'on va
continuer à apprendre et à échanger. Je trouve qu'on apprécie énormément
l'initiative que vous avez prise de créer ce groupe de travail, c'est une initiative,
c'est une nouveauté, qui nous permet de mettre, comme vous avez vu déjà à
plusieurs reprises, sur la table nos problèmes. Vous avez la possibilité de visiter nos
projets, vous pouvez réagir sur les rapports d'évaluation, en analysant les points
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forts et les points faibles des projets et on a été obligé de dire voilà les points
faibles, on a pu améliorer tel et tel aspect, cela n'a pas été facile là ou là, et là on a
eu un succès, c'est cela que je voulais ajouter. Merci.
Speaker (no name given) : Excusez-moi Messieurs, honorables parlementaires, je
voulais quand-même ajouter quelque chose à ce que Phrang a dit. Je suis au FIDA
depuis un an seulement, mais je vais vous dire que si aujourd'hui vous arrêtez le
Fonds belge de survie au FIDA, vous changez la configuration du FIDA, parce que
cette collaboration est devenue une collaboration entièrement intégrée dans
plusieurs programmes et on ne peut pas imaginer aujourd'hui, dans certains pays
notamment où nous travaillons, des interventions sans tenir compte du Fonds belge
de survie. Je vais vous donner des exemples très simples, parce que le Fonds belge
de survie a permis des investissements rapides, des investissements qui ne sont pas
financés sur prêt, par exemple dans le domaine de la santé et à côté, derrière, des
prêts qui ont été octroyés et qui ont permis de créer la base productive pour
soutenir ces investissements, qui eux-mêmes ne sont pas des investissements
productifs mais qui ont besoin derrière d'autres investissements productifs pour
soutenir la santé, l'école etc.
Quand vous construisez un centre de santé c'est bien, c'est peut-être plus facile,
mais quand il s'agit de le maintenir il faut que les gens soient capables de générer
des ressources pour maintenir ces centres. Je vous donne là un exemple simple:
c'est une synergie qui est là, qui est en place, qui fonctionne. Nous avons une zone
aujourd'hui, où il y a la guerre. C'est l'est du Zaïre. Nous avons un programme là-
bas, un programme commun avec le FBS. Mais ce programme, à l'évaluation, nous
a montré que c'est un programme d'espoir, un programme autour duquel les plus
pauvres, les plus démunis, vivent, et qui permet une certaine présence, le seul
programme qui permette une certaine organisation dans cette zone-là. Je pense que
ce sont là des choses qui sont extraordinaires et qu'il faut peut-être un peu plus
publier, je suis d'accord avec vous que ce n'est pas suffisant, donc pour conclure je
vais vous dire tout simplement que notre mariage, il faut plutôt le renforcer si notre
point de vue c'est que ce n'est ni bon pour le FBS ni bon pour nous. Merci.
Mr P. Roy, Chairman:  I think we have had during the day some very insightful
presentations. We have had some frank and pertinent questions being asked and we
have also heard some very useful knowledge that was given to us as people took
part during the course of the discussions. Personally, before I sum up I want to say
that I have learned a lot listening and since I knew that I had to wrap up, I listen
more than usual and in the process I gain quite a lot during this day’s wrap-up.
I wish, with your permission, to start with the opening remarks of the President of
IFAD, who said that the current state and intensity of poverty is no longer
acceptable to the international community and we need to do something and he said
and to do that it is extremely important that we pay attention for achieving the
Millennium Development Goals.
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Group I came back with a report to this previous session and said it is their firm
belief that MDGs are achievable, however if they are to be achieved in a concrete
way we need to pay even more careful attention to the issues of targeting and those
who are left out or are excluded on empowerment, on decentralization, on the
dignity of people and the defence of their political rights under an even terrain of
market access in a world where globalization has a major stride.
In terms of policy coherence both bilaterally within the UN agencies and in terms
of the agriculture policies of the north and the south, they also said it is important
to value diversity and to recognize the strategic role of microfinance as an
instrument for enhanced production, but above all for empowerment, and to look at
technology from the point – it is simple and copeable within the realms of the poor
and their coalition.
The second point I think that the President highlighted was that attention to
agriculture over the years has gone down but we see some light down the tunnel
and there is today a growing awareness that we cannot reduce poverty without
focus on agriculture, that the production needs of the poor are very important for
their livelihood and that therefore agriculture is very crucial. But we also heard him
say that production is not enough. It must be complemented with social services
and he paid tribute to the work that in IFAD we have with BSF. However, he also
said that as we try to operationalize our strategic framework as a group, there are
lessons that we are beginning to learn ourselves. We are learning to see that if we
have to have results, we need more effective implementation. And if we are to have
effective implementation we need to look and develop systems to measure our
performance from time to time. He said it is important to look at greater fields
experience. He highlighted the point that the international conferences during the
years we have had starting from the Millennium Summit have given to us a new
vision. Now the challenge that he threw to us during this day that can we transfer
that vision into a reality.
Following very closely with what the President said, the Secretary of State picked
up a few issues that indeed we do have a collective responsibility to implement
poverty reduction programmes even if the solutions are complex but he said that
very often in both the developed and the developing countries what is often lacking
is the political will and we need therefore to recognize that and to build so that we
can have a sustainable political will that will be the engine to drive out work
together. He agreed with the President that agriculture needs much more attention
that we have done so, in short  he said it is important to enhance the capabilities of
the poor in the areas that the strategic framework of IFAD had highlighted.
He also highlighted the issue about the importance of implementation and field
presence and pushed IFAD that we need to do more in the coming years into these
aspects, He also said that it was very important to look at impact and to pay
attention to ODA and its co-ordination.
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He highlighted one point that if IFAD is ready to have an impact we need to have
greater policy dialogue and from that point of being, to bring about a greater
convergence within the UN system so that together we can answer questions and
share ideas on which we can work together from here.
Professor Tollens while speaking reminded us of a few points. It was a very
illuminating presentation. I will just highlight a few points that at least struck me as
very pertinent and important. He said first and foremost it is important for us to
recognize that poverty is a condition of vulnerability. Poverty is a matter of
exclusion. Poverty is a matter of powerlessness. Indeed, in IFAD, these are the very
words that we use in our strategic framework. He said that poverty has to
recognized that it is a rural phenomenon which if it is uncontrolled could become
an urban problem in the years to come. If we are to recognize it is extremely
important that you look at poverty at its chronic and persistent manners and
develop aspects that can be broad base to improve the livelihoods of poor people.
And he said also that even in sub-Saharan Africa where the results that we have got
have not been as good as other areas, poor performance does not mean that there is
no performance or hope for the future. Indeed, he gave examples of countries
where we have been able to make improvements. But to make improvements we
need growth but growth has to be quality growth that is pro-poor, pro-women, pro-
environment and pro-agriculture. But to be able to do that we need to invest in
production, we need to invest in human resources and we need to make sure that
agriculture is the precondition for that development that should be labour intensive
that provides access to assets that increase productivity that takes women as agents
of change and that does not believe in a pure trickle-down but where the state plays
a role and a role that is held to help the poor and the question that we need to
always ask if we are to get the political will which the Secretary of State has said –
how does it affect poor people and not how does it look good to us.
He highlighted again like many other groups the importance of agriculture, the
importance of using community base and of developing new monitoring lessons.
During the questions that came up from there we were reminded that it is true that
you speak about economic and social issues but do we run away from the fact that
poverty is also a political issue and therefore it is important to look at top-down and
technology from the point of view of poor people.
The second point that was raised was that you have also to talk a lot about land and
the poor but do not forget that even in Africa there is growing a small but a
growing case of landless and the need of the landless has to be tackled as soon as
possible. Secondly, that land too and the quality of land is as important an issue as
the others that we have talked about.
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These were the presentations that were made and in terms of the issues raised I
have highlighted the points of Group I.
Group II raised the issue that on the monitoring aspects and the evaluation aspects
that when we look at an assess about the impacts of our project, it is extremely
important that we take a look also at the secondary effects; that we look also at
these as instruments to give a political support to the people and the concern of the
evaluation should be to strengthen local structures, to become an instrument that
goes beyond audit where everyone is listened to and where the voices of everyone
is taken note. When we look at the question of methodology the issue that was
raised was the litmus tests of a good methodology is that is it effective in terms of
reviewing the impact of management and does it answer the questions that poor
people have raised.
In terms of the final group in “Financing for Development” one very important
aspect that was highlighted was that PRSP is a very important instrument for
moving resources to poor countries but we need to be reminded as co-workers in
this that country ownership is extremely important. That the menu, which it is,
must be a menu that is correct and very often we were highlighted that women, for
example, and agriculture have been left out of this,
We were also reminded that there is a gap still within the PRSP discussions
between the rhetoric and the reality.
The second point that was made was that debt reduction is a very important
instrument for financing but like ODA, it  must have a long-term commitment and
we hope that even though the commitment now appears long term, it will continue.
It needs to, however, be linked to human development and not, as has been said,
just as a debt export ratio.
We have highlighted also that it is important to look at the conferences that have
taken place internationally as opportunities to sensitize on a bilateral basis the
importance of commitment of an effective transfer of resources to those areas that
we need, in particular to agriculture and its infrastructure.
We heard from the group, they say that ODE in itself does not lead to growth but
ODA set in within a framework of a policy that is coherent, that is conducive to the
poor can bring down the poor in a very big way and therefore, within that it is very
important to highlight the issue of coherence.
Another point that was raised was that it is important to take note that the
predictability of ODA can have a lasting impact in poverty reduction but for ODA
to be predictable it needs to be linked to good governance and if we are to have
good governance we, the poor, must be at the centre of our work.
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In terms of the work that we have done so far, one major change that we have seen
across the group’s report here is that partnership has become the new name of
international development. We are no longer pushed to raise our flags. We are
pushed to work together. But as we look at partnership as a very important
instrument, we are all stakeholders, from all parties work together. We need to look
at the IFIs and the need for renewal to ensure that there is adequacy both of quality
and of quantity of resources. We are reminded that we need to look at the HIPC
design and measure it from the criteria of comprehensiveness, of additionality and
of ensuring the financial integrity of IFIs. We need to look into the issues of
performance base and here Ivan, the point that we want to do is looking at
performance base from the point of view of partnership, both with the poor and the
countries, so that the effectiveness of our work is highlighted. And we spoke about
the need of co-ordination and of ensuring an increased dialogue again for enhanced
policy coherence.
In the final analysis, in various groups and within the Plenary we all agreed that the
basic and conducive framework for moving forward both in the bilateral and the
multilateral systems, in HIPC, in ODA or debt relief is to give the voice to the poor
to decide on all matters that affect their lives.
Speaker: I think we are coming to the closing part of our wonderful Seminar we
have had today and the many thoughts that have come and I would like now to
request His Excellency Christian Monnoyer, the Ambassador of the Kingdom of
Belgium to the UN agencies in Rome for his closing remarks and then I shall pass
on to the President of IFAD.
Mr C. Monnoyer, Ambassador of the Kingdom of Belgium and Permanent
Representative to the United Nations Agencies in Rome: You had some
difficulties with my name but we used to have some difficulties with the name of
your President at the starting of his Presidency anyway so I accept this very gently.
I simply would like to thank you Mr President for this initiative that you have taken
and the Secretary of State, Mr Boutmans, I do not know whether he said this to
you, but I would like to repeat it on his behalf and also on behalf of the Belgium
side I would say in general, and also to thank your staff because we prepared this
but they prepared this mainly but we also try to give some assistance and some
input to it and I must say and this may be mainly on behalf of my deputy, Mr De
Schrevel who was very active in this that we were very glad to have some good
collaboration in the preparation of this in your staff.
I think you said that many times the objective of these kinds of meetings was to
raise the rural poverty issues and development in agriculture in general on the
international agenda. Well I think that you had the opportunity to meet with some
press people for this but I think also that the people that attended and that took part
in this seminar, of course they know the issues and they are certainly convinced
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that these issues have to be indeed raised on the international agenda. But I think
they are good go-betweens and … ce sont je crois d'excellents, et ce sont déjà de
bons, messagers avec nos dirigeants et avec l'opinion publique où cet effort de
sensibilisation doit être porté. On a beaucoup parlé du Fonds de survie et je ne vais
pas vous faire manquer votre avion en ajoutant des commentaires à ce sujet-là,
mais je voudrais surtout saluer la présence des parlementaires qui sont membres de
cette commission sur le Fonds de survie qui nous ont fait le plaisir de nous
rejoindre, son Vice-Président, le député Valkeniers, et aussi Mme Pelzer-Salandra
qui étaient présents depuis ce matin. Voilà, encore une fois merci beaucoup d'avoir
inclus la Belgique dans votre tour de ce type d'atelier, vous nous avez dit qu'ils
étaient chacun un peu particulier et un peu spécifique, je crois que celui-ci en tout
cas a été, pour moi en tout cas mais je crois que c'est l'opinion générale, très riche
aussi en termes de substance, que nous n'avons pas cédé à ce qu'on appelle en
français le blabla qui malheureusement fait parfois fleuraise dans ce genre de
réunion mais que nous avons touché les vrais problèmes, et je crois que le mérite
vous revient, Monsieur le Président, d'avoir pris cette initiative qui j'espère ne sera
pas sans lendemain, en tout elle ne sera pas je crois sans lendemain en termes du
message qu'on peut en retenir et des leçons et des conclusions que votre assistant
vient d'ailleurs de tirer. Thank you very much again.
Mr L. Båge, President of IFAD: Thank you very much to all of you for this day
of very rich discussions and I think very important discussions. We have had an
excellent summary, I think, by my neighbour to the left, by the Assistant President
of IFAD, Phrang Roy so I will not try to repeat any summary but I would like to
highlight a few things that have struck me and I think are very important and that in
terms of what one may call successes in our global discussions. Much of what has
been said here has been said in other countries, then there are some specific angles
from the Belgian side, but clearly a few things that I would like to highlight.
First of all, that we now discuss poverty reduction, rural development, in a very
comprehensive fashion. There is rarely anymore any one factor solution where you
hear: if you only do this things will be solved. It is an understanding, more in
depth, of the challenge we face and that is important to start with understanding
what you are trying to deal with. From that flows, and I was very glad to hear the
call for coherence because if it is a comprehensive approach that you have to take,
certainly coherence between organizations, between policies, between the micro
and the macro level, between the national level and the international level, are very
important. That is why the co-ordination mechanisms of the national PRSP
processes, the international big conferences on policy and also the debate on
linking development and small farmer problems to the issue of trade regimes and
subsidies is important because they are all part of the equation and then we need to
see this very much from a coherence perspective and I think that is very important
as was brought out today.
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A third point which I believe in strongly and which also came out today is that we
have, I think, to stop and we are indeed hopefully in the direction of not seeing the
poor as a different race almost, not seeing them as objects that we are to
manipulate, not seeing them as something almost dehuman out there, but realizing
that they are our brothers and sisters, they are human beings, they have dreams,
they live with their families often, even in poverty with cultures and families and a
richness, they have dreams, they have visions, they have a lot of energy, they work
hard, they need to be able to realize a better life. Our role is to understand this and
to understand that the subjects in their lives, they have to be, that our role as well as
the role of others are to assist in various ways and that the goal of course is poverty
reduction and human dignity. Also the comprehensiveness of the development
objective is understood. It is not only income and it is not only security, it is not
only participation and the political life, it is about the whole concept of human
dignity and that is very important when we become operational.
There has been a focus both today and in the international discussion on resources.
I think that is very important and there has been a renewed, as Mr Boutmans
elaborated this morning, a renewed interest in looking at the resources and of
course the .7 percent target has gained new momentum in the European Union. We
have four countries out of 15 that have reached the .7 percent target: The
Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden and Luxembourg. We have at least two countries, I
hope more, that have taken a political decision on a timetable to reach the .7
percent including as I understand Belgium and there is clearly a focus on policies
and resources and I think they have to go hand in hand and I look very much
forward to and I congratulate Belgium for having taken the decision to establish a
timetable to reach the .7 percent target and I hope that that can also be part of our
joint collaboration between IFAD and Belgium. In that respect I want to answer the
question by the Parliamentarian on whether BSF is important to IFAD and whether
we should continue and I will give a simple answer, yes, without any question.
So, I hope for a future where the lessons learned from the past will be very much
taken aboard.
On the challenges I see one challenge that we have not really addressed here but
one may ask, especially looking at Africa where a lot of development work is being
done, yet we have so few successes on the national scale. We have some countries
that have developed and managed to…I would like to pick up Uganda. Here is a
country with a tremendous high infection rate of HIV/AIDS in an area where war
has been going on, in a region where there is very low economic growth, still
having been able to drastically reduce the poverty percentage. I have heard figures
from 65 to 35 percent; the figures are a bit inexact but nevertheless quite an
achievement so there are possibilities even in the most difficult of circumstances.
Still, yet, I would say that our challenge is not to have programmes and projects
that are successful, it is no, but we know after 25 years of experience a lot of
things; certainly we know what not to do; we know what has failed in the past. We
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know fairly well what to do and we have discussed ingredients of what to do today
but the challenge that I see is we have not reached the point where successful
programmes and projects are in a simple way replicated or more importantly,
upscaled to a national level. We still see islands of good success but the challenge
of making the local success a national success that will register clearly in figures of
lower poverty and higher economic growth that I think is our collective challenge.
That is, of course, a challenge for the governments in the countries. One thing that
is happening in just about every country is the world today, hardly any country
today does not have a process of decentralization. Sometimes very ambitious,
sometimes more political rhetoric but in most countries in the developing world
there is a process of decentralization. This is a tremendous opportunity but also a
tremendous challenge because we know decentralization of political power does
not work if you do not have the capacities and the capabilities and the institutions
to harness that opportunity and to give a voice and an accountability towards the
poor in the local communities. So there is an opportunity and a challenge to grasp,
what is happening within the political system in many developing countries and to
try and give voice and political power to the many and the poor which clearly is
needed, not as a one factor solution but as part of this comprehensive package of a
number of things that are needed in order to combat poverty.
That leads me to my final reflection, namely, as was pointed out by Professor
Tollens, there are a lot of successes in OECD countries, 100-150 years ago in the
east Asian countries from the last 50 years so clearly we must be better at learning
from successes. There are not blueprints because the context is always important,
but still I think we can learn more from our own achievements and achievements
around the world to put to use in the quest for development.
Let me finally say for IFAD, we look forward to working very closely with the
Belgian Survival Fund, also in the future. We are now engaged in a replenishment
negotiation that means that we are raising resources from our Member countries.
IFAD is unique. We have more than 20 percent of our resources from developing
countries, from non-OECD countries. I know of no other international organization
with such a strong not only the rhetorics but people are by action, countries are by
action showing that they have trust and confidence in our organization and are
contributing sizeable amounts. We are in a replenishment negotiation and what we
will focus on more, for the future, in the context of what I have discussed are
results and impact and sustainability. How do we ascertain it and how do we
measure it and how do we bring it back to Member countries and other interested?
That is the link to monitoring and evaluation, that is linked to measurement of
various kinds. That is very important,
Secondly, we are looking at performance-based allocations as was mentioned by
Mr Schrevel and we, as others, will certainly go in a direction where we look not
only at needs but also at opportunities and at performance as a key criteria for
spending resources. And, our presence in the field, which has been discussed here
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is a key issue for discussion in the replenishment negotiations and we are putting a
paper to it, where we describe various options how we can be more present and
more active in the field, even more than today, which I think is the way forward for
any institution dealing with development issues.
Let me end by thanking all of you and in particular Mr Boutmans, the Secretary of
State, and his team for hosting this. Also His Excellency Mr Monnoyer, the Belgian
Ambassador to Rome and his advisor Mr Bernard De Schrevel for their strong
support for organizing this meeting, the members of Parliament. I am very, very
happy that you are here. I tried to reach out to Parliaments wherever I travel.
Sometimes timing is difficult because I know of no people that are really so busy as
Parliamentarians but I am very, very happy for you to have been present here and
we certainly want to reach out to Parliaments as much as possible. All the
colleagues from the Directorate General for International Co-operation who has
been here, colleagues from Belgian NGOs, the team from the Academics, Professor
Tollens, Professor Kolsteren and Professor Reding, I thank you for providing very
solid input in this discussion. Finally I would like to thank the organizing team of
the Egmont Palace for the very excellent arrangements here today. We also have
had the pleasure of meeting some of you representing UN agencies here in town. I
believe very much in the UN system as a system and not as individual agencies
going it alone. It is about co-operation and co-ordination and being a system and so
we are in this discussion together and with these words I want to thank you all for
the very active participation and for the very valuable inputs and we look forward
to continue this dialogue in various fora and I look forward to sharing with you the
commitment of talking and advocating action against poverty as much as we all can
do. I think there is no more important issue facing humankind today than to deal
with the abject poverty in developing countries. Thank you very much.
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ANNEX I
Panel I Rapport de Monsieur Thierry Kesteloot (Oxfam-Solidarité)
“Au delà des déclarations comment atteindre les objectifs de la Déclaration du
Millénaire?”
Le Sommet Mondial sur le Développement Durable à Johannesburg, met fin à une
série de sommets des Nations-Unies, qui tous ont tenté de répondre aux enjeux de
développement et des droits humains. Des engagements solennels ont été pris
depuis les années septante, répétés et repris dans la Déclaration du Millénaire des
Nations-Unies. Des plans d'action élaborés. Toujours les mêmes constats ont été
faits: malgré une richesse sans précédent, les engagements pris lors de sommets
précédents n'ont pas été atteints. Et face à ces échecs un nouveau consensus se
dégage: les remèdes doivent passer par une libéralisation accrue des marchés, par la
dérégulation et la privatisation de la production et par la libre circulation des
capitaux. Cette pensée de libre-échange qui marque les derniers sommets, celui du
financement de la coopération à Monterrey, le sommet mondial de l'alimentation à
Rome ou celui du développement durable, fait de l'Organisation Mondiale du
Commerce et des prescriptions néo-libérales du Fonds Monétaire International le
cadre de référence obligatoire. Mais c'est aussi, de fait, la primauté des règles du
libre-échange sur les droits humains qui se voit confirmée.
Les pays industrialisés s'emploient dès lors à convaincre que la globalisation est
une opportunité à saisir par les pays en développement, et qu'il faut les aider à s'y
intégrer. C'est en acceptant les règles du libre-échange qu'ils pourront rattraper leur
retard, augmenter leur croissance économique et, enfin, bénéficier de l'accès à ces
droits universels tels que la nourriture, l'eau, l'éducation, la santé. La réalité
pourtant est bien différente.
Les entreprises transnationales se sont imposées comme les acteurs centraux pour
le développement durable. Elles mettent en avant leur rôle incontournable de
"partenaire" dans le développement durable. Sous le couvert de projets caritatifs, de
partenariats avec les services publics ou avec des ONG, elles veulent démontrer
qu'un cadre régulateur contraignant ne leur est pas nécessaire, bien au contraire
qu'elles sont au centre des réponses à donner. Le "partenariat", terme repris lors des
récents sommets des Nations-Unies, cache pourtant l'impuissance des pouvoirs
publics de tenir leurs engagements, parce que trop souvent paralysés par des
rapports de force et la défense d'intérêts particuliers - principalement des pays
industrialisés -, et d'entamer un débat de fond sur les remèdes proposés.
Je me permettrai de citer ici un leader paysan, Mamadou Cissokho, président
honoraire du ROPPA, réseaux des organisations paysannes d'Afrique de l'Ouest,
qui exprimait l'enjeu comme suit à la veille de la conférence ministérielle de l'OMC
à Doha:
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Quoi qu'on nous dise, nous savons que l'on nous a engagé dans un combat perdu
d'avance contre des concurrents autrement plus puissants que nous. Cette
compétition que les plus forts veulent toujours durcir est impossible pour nous. On
peut nous tromper, c'est le jeu, mais nous ne pouvons pas nous tromper nous-
mêmes à moins de souhaiter un suicide collectif.
Quoi qu'on nous dise ce que nous mangeons n'est pas sur le marché mondial. Quoi
qu'on nous dise les produits d'exportation qui sont depuis cent ans sur le marché
mondial n'ont pas servi le développement des campagnes. Ils ont fait pousser les
villes.
Nous voulons d'autres règles du jeu. Savez-vous que l'Union européenne a dégagé
un milliard d'euros pour soutenir la production cotonnière en Grèce et en Espagne
? Savez-vous qu'aux Etats-Unis des milliards de dollars appuient les producteurs
de coton. Les uns et les autres peuvent vendre le kilo de coton 1 Fcfa, car, avant
d'avoir vendu leur produit, ils ont déjà été payés. Vous savez, en tous cas, que nous
ne recevons rien et que, au contraire, c'est nous qui soutenons nos pauvres Etats.
Ne nous laissons pas tromper par le discours de la productivité et de la
compétitivité, attaquons-nous aux règles du jeu !
Nous allons négocier car nous ne pouvons accepter un suicide collectif. Pourquoi
ne pourrait-on pas changer les règles du jeu pour pouvoir vivre de notre travail,
manger et vendre notre production ? Ceux qui ne sont pas convaincus doivent
rester chez eux et attendre la mort, une mauvaise mort qui ne les emmènera pas au
paradis."
La sécurité alimentaire exige en effet des autres règles du jeu, qui pour nous
doivent être basées sur le droit revendiqué à la souveraineté alimentaire. De
nombreuses organisations paysannes et autres associations de la société civile
revendiquent en effet, face au modèle de libre-échange, le droit des Etats et des
peuples de définir leurs propres politiques agricoles, alimentaires et commerciales
sans recours au dumping et qui leur sont appropriées écologiquement, socialement,
économiquement et culturellement. Ceci implique de prendre certaines mesures
urgentes :
· mettre fin au cycle de surproduction agricole subventionnée et de dumping à
l'exportation par les pays riches;
· abandonner l'utilisation par le FMI et la BM des conditions de prêts imposant
aux pays pauvres une libéralisation de leur économie, et leur permettre de
protéger et développer leurs marchés nationaux et régionaux;
· créer des instruments internationaux de régulation de matières premières pour
promouvoir la diversification et faire cesser les problèmes de surproduction,
afin d'augmenter les prix de manière à assurer un niveau de vie décent aux
producteurs.
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Ce n'est que sur base de ce type de mesures basé sur le droit à la souveraineté
alimentaire qu'enfin les politiques commerciales agricoles seront en phase avec
l'obligation internationale du droit à l'alimentation pour tous.
Les ONG du FSB préparent un séminaire avec les partenaires Africains et leurs
réseaux d'organisations paysannes. Leur texte d'orientation pour la campagne de
sensibilisation qui sera discuté lors de ce séminaire veut placer les organisations
paysannes au centre de l'engagement du FSB:
La pauvreté et l’insécurité alimentaire restent d’une
actualité tragique en Afrique, malgré des efforts
considérables aux niveaux locaux et internationaux,
notamment par le lancement du Fonds belge de Survie en
19837. Les populations rurales y représentent la grosse
majorité des pauvres, mais elles restent largement exclues
dans la prise de décision dont elles font l'objet. Pour assurer
un avenir à l'agriculture et aux paysans, les possibilités de
produire de manière durable dans chaque région du monde
doivent être maintenues et améliorées. La poursuite de cet
objectif suppose une coopération pour gérer la production
agricole au niveau mondial plutôt que de pousser les
agriculteurs de la planète à se livrer une concurrence
aveugle. Les paysans sont des acteurs essentiels dans la mise
en place de cette coopération mondiale qui doit aboutir à
l’instauration de politiques mieux appropriées.
L'agriculture est en crise. Dans les pays industrialisés, elle doit faire face aux effets
pervers induits par l’intensification des pratiques de production: surproduction et
excédents, problèmes de pollution, perte de confiance des consommateurs suite aux
crises alimentaires successives, marasme social auquel sont confrontés les
producteurs. Dans les pays du Sud, les problèmes sont plus graves encore:
marginalisation des paysanneries, effondrement des prix sur les marchés
internationaux de produits tropicaux, effondrement des prix agricoles sur les
marchés locaux suite au dumping de pays excédentaires, insécurité alimentaire,
pauvreté. Double paradoxe d’un monde où coexistent la faim et les surplus
agricoles, et où ce sont principalement les paysans qui sont touchés par la disette,
voire dans certains cas la famine.
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L’agriculture familiale est pourtant à la base de la sécurité alimentaire et a
démontré ses capacités d’adaptation pour faire face aux crises. Elle est confrontée
partout dans le monde aux mêmes contraintes:
- La marginalisation des petits paysans
- Des prix défavorables pour les producteurs partiellement liée aux politiques
nationales, mais aussi de plus en plus à la libéralisation du commerce des
produits agricoles.
- La surexploitation, et la dégradation des ressources naturelles
- La non-maîtrise de l’accès aux ressources productives conséquence de la
privatisation, de la paupérisation, de l’exclusion, de la guerre, de l’exode, …
L’agriculture familiale, qui constitue de loin la forme la plus répandue
d’exploitation agricole, devrait être au cœur des politiques et stratégies visant à
renforcer la sécurité alimentaire, ainsi qu’à améliorer la qualité de l’alimentation et
la gestion des terres, eaux et forêts de la planète.
Le Fonds belge de survie s’emploie avec des organisations locales à améliorer sur
le terrain les contraintes à la sécurité alimentaire du monde rural en Afrique
subsaharienne. Toutefois les résultats obtenus du travail du Fonds de survie et de
ses partenaires ne seront pas durables s'il n’y a pas une action politique
concomitante qui insuffle plus de cohérence et de clairvoyance dans les politiques
agricoles et commerciales locales et internationales.
Les politiques agricoles, commerciales et de coopération conduites par les pouvoirs
publics (Etats ou organisations internationales) peuvent constituer tant un appui
qu’une contrainte au développement du monde rural. Par exemple, les négociations
commerciales, qui ont lieu notamment dans le cadre de l'OMC, ont conduit les pays
à ouvrir de plus en plus leurs frontières et à accepter des importations qui se font
bien souvent au détriment de la production vivrière locale ainsi qu’à développer
une production orientée vers l'exportation.  Il est indispensable de s'intéresser à ces
politiques locales et internationales, et, le cas échéant, y apporter une contribution
positive.
Les Organisations Paysannes constituent l’un des rares lieux d'intégration des
contraintes macroéconomiques et microéconomiques, qu'elles les subissent ou
tentent d'y répondre par leurs actions. Ce sont elles aussi, dans la majeure partie des
cas, qui bénificient  – directement ou par l'intermédiaire de leurs membres – aux
outils d'intervention et de coopération provenant d'organismes publics, agences de
coopération et bailleurs de fonds, ONG et secteur privé.
Elles jouent un rôle dans la vie économique et sociale du pays, par les actions
qu’elles conduisent avec et pour leurs membres comme formation, vulgarisation,
structuration, offre de services, sensibilisation, lobbying. Elles assument un rôle de
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représentation professionnelle – indispensable dans la définition de politiques
agricoles, alimentaires et commerciales – et contribuent ainsi à une plus grande
sécurité alimentaire.
Pour une meilleure représentation des intérêts de la paysannerie, le renforcement de
ces organisations paysannes (des fédérations internationales aux groupes de base)
doit constituer un objectif prioritaire de la coopération, étant donné leur importance
fondamentale dans un champ d’intervention particulièrement vaste et vu,
notamment, la faiblesse de leur structuration, de leurs ressources (humaines et
autres) et de leur reconnaissance externe. A cet égard, il est nécessaire de modifier
les pratiques et les rôles habituelles des intervenants du Nord, comme celles des
ONG’s, dans la coopération. Une modification qu’il faut encourager et
accompagner.
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ANNEX II
Panel II Presentation by Professor Patrick Kolsteren (ITM)
FROM EVALUATION TO EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION
Introduction
During the past ten years we have observed an impressive acceptance of the need
for evidence-based information to guide decisions and the implementation of
interventions in medicine.  The application of this principle has recently found a
wide application in other areas such as agriculture, industry and others.
The underlying assumption is that decisions need to be made on the best available
evidence, with comparisons between different strategies in order to be as
performant as possible, i.e. get the best result with the highest efficiency.
For this reason evidence is needed.  Information is getting widely available with the
creation of large databases that gather all publications in a number of fields, the
improved access to these data bases via the internet and the increased number of
journals and publications, which almost double every ten years.  Evidence,
however, is graded with the Randomised Controlled Clinical Trial (RCT) as the
golden standard.  In an RCT persons are assigned to different interventions by
random allocation.  The randomisation assures that all factors that can affect the
end result, other than the intervention are equally distributed between the two
groups.  The result measured after the intervention can thus be related to the
difference in intervention.
I Strong evidence from at least one systematic review of well designed RCTs
II Evidence from at least one properly designed RCT of appropriate size
III Evidence from well-designed trials without randomisation: single group pre-post,cohort, time series or matched case controlled studies
IV Evidence from well-designed non-experimental studies from more than one centre orresearch group
V Opinions from respected authorities, based on clinical evidence, descriptive studies orreports from expert committees
VI Someone once told me
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Much Experience and Little Information
We observe an important dichotomization between the information produced by
programme implementation and clinical research that tries to provide proof.  For
the last very rigorous designs are needed and critical analysis of published papers
shows that less than 10 % of the published papers have no design flaws and are
useful for evidence based analyses.
Real life situations, such as found in development programmes, are extremely
complex with a multi-causality and complex human interactions that can
continuously modify actions.  Study of such interventions is very complex and too
expensive if randomised controlled evaluations are organised.  The biggest problem
is that, even if a rigorous design can be applied, the external validity of a controlled
trial is very limited.   Too many parameters are controlled for, the causality in
another setting is different or the relative contribution of the different causes is not
the same.
On the other hand carefully designed evaluations of complex multi-factorial (or
multisectoral) programmes can provide very useful information. But the evaluation
questions need to be well defined from the beginning.
The Evaluation Questions
Evaluating Performance
A first set of evaluation question relates to the operations itself.  They question
whether the job is being well done, the targets reached, etc.  They are often referred
as performance evaluation and are mostly concerned with the activities and the
outputs (here defined as the direct results of the activity and the results we are
completely responsible for).  They are particularly interesting for programme
management and follow up.  If ever a programme wants to get a particular result,
the activities must run optimally and outputs must be obtained.
A second set of questions relates to effects or outcomes.  Effect indicators are
usually asked by the donor agencies because they want to know the final results.
The problem is that the changes in effect, and this in either direction, cannot be put
in relation with the intervention, unless information on the effect modifiers and
confounders is available.  Effects is what one wants to obtain but out of control of
the intervention.   The term ‘‘impact’’ is normally used for the final result we are
aiming at (i.e. decrease in malnutrition, improved income, improved well-being,
etc).  But we have noted that the word “impact” is also used for effect in general.
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It should be noted that the need to have information on effects is less important, if
the relation between an action and a desired effect has been proven beyond any
reasonable doubt.  We know the efficacy of immunisation from many studies.  If
we are sure that the vaccine was potent and that it was given according to schedule
and to the target population we know that the children will be protected.  Hence,
there is no need to measure effect, in this case immunisation status of the
population or a sample.  The information on an effect will also be more easily
related to an intervention, if the action/effect is very linear i.e. there is only one
cause.
A central question is: what should an evaluation ask? Is it necessary to
measure an effect (and, if so, why)?  Why is impact needed?
An important remark is that impact or final effect cannot be related to a programme
unless a very rigorous design including a control group is put in place.  However,
this never happens. Impact is, unfortunately, still required by the donor agencies.
Building-up Evidence
As already mentioned, looking for proof will only be possible with a most strict
design, at a very high cost and with results which not necessarily will have external
validity.  A performance evaluation, on the other hand, does not provide enough
information on the relation between the actions undertaken and the changes in
effects we measure.  The alternative is to gather evidence and build upon a logic to
increase plausibility between the actions undertaken and the effects observed.
For this purpose we can use components of (i) operational research, (ii) action
research and (iii) systems analysis. Operational research is geared toward
optimising operations in order to obtain outputs in the most efficient way.  This
concerns thus the activities, their quality and the degree we obtained outputs.
Action research considers the interrelations between the different actions the
outputs and the results.  It also includes the more human factor in a programme.  A
Input Activity Output Effect 1 Effect 2 Effect3 Stunting
Confounder Confounder
Confounder Confounder
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system is defined as an organised complexity or a group of inter-related elements in
dynamic interaction grouped around a purpose.
The following example might clarify the differences.  An income-generating
project in Thailand created a response beyond expectations.  The whole village set
to making traditional baskets, which were sold very well to tourists.  The
population’s income increased dramatically but very little was spent on food and
the nutritional status did not improve very much.  In operational terms the project
was successful, however, the expected impact was not accomplished.  Can this
example be considered as successful or not? More analyses revealed that the extra
income was first spent on improving the quality of life.  School uniforms could be
purchased and children were sent to school.  Self-esteem increased and people felt
that they could now invest in the future because they felt secure.  For many people
nutritional status is not an issue or not considered as a problem.  It is a way
technicians evaluate a situation.  Combining the qualitative aspects with
quantitative aspects allows us to evaluate better the total effect of the project and it
provides useful information for future planning.  Many of these issues could also
have been covered if the population would have participated in the initial planning
of the project.
To set up an evaluation that will provide useful information, the first prerequisite is
to have an explanatory theory or a model of action.  Actions, outputs and effects
can be organised in a model on how we think the linkages are, as show in the
following figure.
Secondly, it is important to perform an evaluation of the activities and their
outputs, comparable to performance evaluation.
Thirdly, one has to consider the interaction or how effects influence other activities
or transformations from outputs to effects. It is often reported that supplementary
feeding projects suffer from dilution of the supplement.  The supplement given to
pregnant women is becomes often part of the family food availability and is shared
with other family members.  This has been proposed as a major cause of failure of
Input Activity
Output
Input Activity Output
Activity Output
Effect 1
Effect 2
Effect 3
Effect 4 IMPACT
Input Activity Output Effect 4
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programmes that aimed at improving birth weight.  But very little has been
investigated in the reasons for the diversion of food, the possible positive benefits
for other family members or the conditions that need to be put in place before one
member of a family will use for him or herself a supplement.
Fourthly, we have to accumulate evidence so that we can provide information on
all the axes of the action model.  The more evidence we have on actions, outputs,
effects and their confounders, the more we will be sure that the final effect we have
observed. We give a plausible explanation of the observations because we :
v have a theory and hypotheses
v can validate the underlying hypotheses
v have studied the interactions and
v can explain why we think the observed effects are due to what we have been
doing
It is clear that such an approach will also have specific operational consequences.
It is an evaluation not primarily directed towards the final impact nor  is "was there
an effect?"  the principal question.   On the contrary, it asks questions on the
activities, the outputs, the quality and the effects.  In order to obtain the right
questions different actors of the programme need to be involved and thus a
participatory approach is needed.
Secondly, there is a need for modelling, and to have at least an action model of the
programme.
Thirdly, only quantitative information will not give all the answers and qualitative
evaluation tools need to be used.
Fourthly, the evaluation should be well designed and planned from the beginning
of the implementation.
Conclusion
Better information on programme implementation is urgently needed, given the
great lack in available evidence and information on the dynamics of programmes.
However, one should not wait for classical research to provide the answers, but
rather add to programmes well designed evaluations and clearly identified
questions.  This will require a type of evaluation that tries to accumulate evidence
and provides a very plausible explanation.  This can be obtained by combining
aspects operational research and action research, qualitative and quantitative
methods, participation and modelling.
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ANNEX III
Panel II Courte Presentation de Cadrage de Monsieur Jean-Yves Standaert
(DGIC)
Le suivi-évaluation dans « le programme conjoint FIDA- Fonds Belge de
Survie (FBS) »
Ce Programme Conjoint a été initié en 1984; 34 projets ont été mis en place entre
1984 et 2001 pour un cofinancement global par le FBS de l’ordre de 120 millions
euros (savoir que le cofinancement du FBS représente de l’ordre de 30% du
financement total des projets sous forme de don; le financement du FIDA se fait
sous forme de prêt à des taux hautement concessionnels).
Un début de progrès dans le suivi-évaluation
Pour la première fois depuis plus de dix ans, la délégation belge est sortie de la
réunion du steering committee du 14-15 04.2002, avec le sentiment que le FIDA
commencerait à progresser dans le suivi-évaluation des projets.  Pour un tiers des
projets en cours (6 projets sur 18 en cours dans le partenariat), le cadre logique
d’intervention est utilisé comme un outil8 de gestion des projets.  Le FIDA s’est
par ailleurs engagé à accroître cette proportion progressivement durant les trois
prochaines années de manière à ce que l’entièreté des projets du partenariat
s’inscrive dans des dispositions appropriées permettant un véritable suivi-
évaluation, complété par les revues de mi-parcours et les évaluations.
La revue de mi-parcours  analysant les stratégies du projet et sa mise en oeuvre
constitue un processus de réflexion en appui à d’éventuelles ré-orientations pour
améliorer la performance des projets en cours.  Ces revues de mi-parcours ne
                                                
8 Signification de « outil de gestion »:
- le logframe est revu chaque année: les résultats à produire sont affinés lors des bilans
annuels;
- les IOV d’atteinte des résultats sont définis et l’enregistrement des paramètres est suivi;  la
définition des IOV est affinée/ approfondie dans un processus participatif avec les
différents acteurs;
- l’établissement d’une situation de référence (baseline surveys) est envisagée;
- le FIDA accepte le fait qu’il faut réaliser des progrès en matière de définition des IOV
d’impact et de son système de mesure/ suivi
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produisent pas nécessairement tous les résultats escomptés pour diverses raisons
qui seront expliquées.
L’évaluation: la division de l’Evaluation du FIDA réalise chaque année, deux
évaluations des projets du Programme Conjoint analysant la pertinence, la
performance et la durabilité des actions réalisées.  Ces évaluations sont financées
par le FBS qui a l’obligation de consacrer minimum 1% de son budget annuel aux
évaluations (le FBS y consacre environ 2%).
Ces évaluations de la Division d’Evaluation du FIDA sont fort bien réalisées
démontrant clairement les points forts et les points faibles.
Question
Pourquoi a-t-il fallu attendre d’aussi longues années pour obtenir des progrès en
matière de suivi-évaluation et comment se fait-il qu’une proportion importante de
projets n’intègre pas le cadre logique d’intervention comme outil de gestion ?
Efficience du suivi-évaluation
Le suivi de 95% des programmes et/ou projets du FIDA est assuré de manière
contractuelle, par les Institutions Collaborantes (IC) (UNOPS, BOAD, BM,
BAD….).  Les services du FIDA sont autorisés à superviser directement, seulement
5% des programmes et/ ou projets (2 des 18 projets en cours du Programme
Conjoint FIDA-FBS sont supervisés directement par le FIDA).
Les missions de supervision des IC s’intéressent principalement à la gestion
administrative et financière des projets (conformité des commandes et des
passations de marchés, comptabilité des projets, etc…).  Elles examinent les taux
de réalisation physique des activités, mais leur travail au niveau des IOV et de
l'impact est dans l'ensemble assez limité .  Les rapports des missions de
supervisions se clôturent par une série de recommandations impliquant des rétro-
actions.  Il faut « des mois » pour rendre opérationnel ces rétro-actions parce que la
chaîne des décisions au niveau administratif est très longue dans les Ministères du
pays concerné (ces Ministères ne partagent pas nécessairement les mêmes opinions
sur la performance…) et par le centralisme des décisions du FIDA à Rome.  Il y a
également une perte d’efficience importante dans les rétro-actions et/ou les
mesures correctives devant être apportées consécutivement au revue de mi-
parcours, pour les mêmes raisons.
La fonction de suivi-évaluation avec la désignation d’un responsable ayant ce
mandat, constitue un élément mis en place avec beaucoup de difficulté dans de
nombreux projets (difficulté de trouver les personnes suffisamment qualifiés ;
problème de hiérarchie au sein de l’unité d’appui technique avec un responsable du
monitoring-évaluation ne pouvant pas faire les remarques nécessaires aux
responsables des autres composantes ; peu ou pas de pouvoir d’influence des
décisions; etc…)
165
Ces pertes d’efficience dans les rétro-actions consécutivement aux missions de supervision
et/ ou revue de mi-parcours semblent moindres dans les projets supervisés directement par
le FIDA (toutefois la base d’analyse du FBS repose sur un nombre réduit de projets et sur
une courte durée).
Questions
- Quelles sont les autres approches de suivi-évaluation pouvant éventuellement
être mises en place pour renforcer le suivi-évaluation ?
- Comment mieux exploiter les dispositions actuelles de suivi-évaluation
(mission de supervision et revue de mi-parcours)
L’impact des actions sur la réduction de la pauvreté- sur la réduction de la
vulnérabilité des ménages envers l’insécurité alimentaire- sur la croissance des
économies locales
Le FBS a pour mandat de contribuer à la mise en place de programmes qui
réduisent durablement la pauvreté et la vulnérabilité des ménages, principalement
dans les pays de l’Afrique subsaharienne dans lesquels l’insécurité alimentaire
chronique et le très faible accès aux services de base (éducation, santé, eau
potable..) constituent des contraintes importantes.  Il y a l’obligation de veiller à ce
que les pouvoirs locaux acquièrent une maîtrise de ces programmes.
Le séminaire de Fiuggi organisé par le FIDA au courant de l’année 2001 a montré
que la réduction du taux de stunting, constituait un bon indicateur de progrès de la
réduction de la pauvreté/ insécurité alimentaire.  Toutefois l’établissement de ce
taux requiert une bonne méthodologie de mesures des paramètres à récolter
(échantillonnage, âge des enfants à base d’un calendrier local,etc…) ; des efforts
sont requis pour rendre opérationnel cette méthologie.
Très peu de données quantifiées de réduction de la pauvreté, de réduction de la
vulnérabilité des ménages envers l’insécurité alimentaire, et/ou sur l’accroissement
des économies locales… ont été produites par les 34 projets du Programmes
Conjoint FIDA-FBS mis en oeuvre entre 1984 et 2001.
Une des raisons est le très faible développement des IOV d’impact dans les
programmes et/ou projets (l’organisation argumente souvent que de tels impacts ne
peuvent pas être produits sur une durée de 6-7ans ; l’organisation ne contrôle pas
tous éléments d’amélioration des conditions de vie des personnes dans une vision
croisée « accès et utilisation des services de base, accroissement des revenus des
personnes, croissance économique des économies locales, etc… »).
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Questions
- Quelles sont les approches permettant de renforcer la dimension
opérationnelle des IOV d’impact de réduction de la pauvreté, de réduction de
la vulnérabilité des ménages envers l’insécurité alimentaire…
- Ne faut-il pas envisager de lier davantage le financement des reconstitutions
du FIDA aux cadres de planification stratégique du développement, y compris
les PRSP des pays et à une forme d'obligation conjointe avec le pays de
démontrer des progrès en matière de réduction de la pauvreté, de réduction de
la vulnérabilité des ménages envers l’insécurité alimentaire…
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ANNEX IV
Panel II Courte Presentation de Cadrage de Monsieur Patrick Vanderhulst
(ATOL)
Impact of Programme and/or Project Activities
Les conclusions du groupe concernent quatre éléments:
IMPACT
Il est important de voir les interventions dans une perspective à moyen et long
terme. Ceci implique d'une part la durabilité de l'intervention et d'autre part les
effets sur l'homme (socio-culturelles).
Mais il faut rester réaliste. Une seule intervention n'est qu'un des facteurs qui
induisent des changements. Il est rare que l'on intervienne dans suffisamment de
domaines que pour pouvoir discerner son influence spécifique.
La technique du cadre logique est utile pour bien délimiter ses propres
responsabilités. Elles se situent au niveau de l'objectif spécifique et encore dans la
mesure que les suppositions importantes ont été réalisées.
Les évaluations doivent donc se concentrer sur: le degré de réalisation des activités;
les effets directs engendrés (output); les effets indirects (outcome) ainsi que les
effets secondaires imprévus; la réalisation des suppositions qui déterminent
l'évolution du contexte déterminant le succès de l'intervention.
M&E: UNE TÂCHE DES STRUCTURES LOCALES
M&E doit être mis en œuvre et géré comme un outil d'empowerment des structures
locales permanentes. Elles ne doivent donc pas être une tâche uniquement pour
l'équipe (temporaire) de gestion du projet, ni pour une équipe d'évaluateurs
externes.
Ce sont les structures locales qui doivent apprendre et pouvoir tirer des
enseignements. Elles peuvent par ce fait également apprendre à apprendre en
développant leurs capacités de réflexion.
M&E: UN OBJECTIF PARTAGÉ
Une évaluation de l'impact intéresse plusieurs acteurs. Ils ont tous différents
intérêts et différents vues de la réalité.
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Il faut donc veiller à les impliquer tous. Les avis de tous les acteurs doivent être
écoutés et intégrés avant de finaliser le rapport. Surtout le groupe cible doit se
retrouver dans les conclusions. Ceci est opposé à des évaluations externes
indépendantes. Dans ces cas il s'agit plutôt d'un audit ou d'un contrôle. Ceci est
également nécessaire mais c'est différent et ne peut pas être mélangé avec une
évaluation d'impact.
M&E: CHOIX DES MÉTHODOLOGIES
Il n'existe pas de méthodologie miracle. La liste des douze guiding critéria
(IFAD/BSF Joint Programme Experiences) est une grille qui aide à choisir l'outil le
mieux adapté au cas d'espèce.
Il est important d'établir un base line survey ay début du programme afin d'avoir
des repères de référence. Celui-ci doit être fait de façon participatif afin que les
bénéficiaires puissent donner leurs paramètres de succès qui serviront comme
indicateurs d'impact.
Le choix des méthodologies doit parmi les douze éléments surtout veiller à:
Quels seront les effets sur l'amélioration de la gestion du cycle de projet?
Influeront-elles la bonne gouvernance au sein du programme.
Met-elle suffisamment en avant dans quelle mesure le programme répond aux
besoins et attentes des bénéficiaires concernés (dans ce cas les pauvres en milieu
ruraux)
Est-elle assez souple pour apprécier les processus d'apprentissages sociaux?
Donnent-elles des informations fiables et objectives sur les processus en cours?
Quel est le degré de participation et de commitment des concernés et dans quelle
mesure ceux/celles-ci apprennent grâce au programme?
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ANNEX V
Panel II Presentation by Mr François Lemmens (BSF)
IFAD SEMINAR ON RURAL POVERTY REDUCTION
“Harvesting IFAD-BSF Synergies”
Brussels
17 September 2002
Panel II
“Increasing Effectiveness of Development Agencies: Understanding the Impact
of Development Activities”
IFAD/BSF Joint Programme Experiences (Project/Programme Planning)
I. Environment
a) IFAD Projects
- Project Design: * IFAD/Government/Local Actors
- Project Implementation: * Government/Local Communities
- Project Supervision: * Cooperating Institution
- IFAD: * No field presence
b) Complex/Multi-Sectoral/Integrated Rural Development Progammes
c) Donor (Belgium/IFAD): * Increasing Focus on Impact Projects: Shift from
Donor-Driven to People-Centered Development in the context of the
Poverty Reduction Strategy
II. IFAD/BSF.JP
Project Design/Implementation/Supervision/Evaluation
- Supervision and Loan/Grant Administration by Cooperating
Institutions (or IFAD for Direct Supervision)
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- Evaluations (IFAD’s Evaluation Division + Belgian Special
Evaluator in the past)
More Performance Evaluations (Inputs/Activities/Outputs)
Less Impact Evaluations
- IFAD: * Logical Framework Approach
* Guide to Monitoring and Evaluation
* Commitment Stunting Indicators (Pilot Projects)
- Methodological Efforts to Improve Decentralised and Participatory
Planning
- Improving Balance between:
a) Focus on Management Impact Orientation: Impact
Indicators
b) Focus on Optimal Meeting Local Demands
c) Focus on Social learning Process
- Methods/Approaches:
* Ziel Orientierte Projekt Planung (ZOPP)
* Logical Framework Approach (LFA)
* Participatory Rapid Appraisal (PRA)
* Comprehensive Participatory Planning and Evaluation
  (CPPE)
- Guiding Criteria (for using/selecting appropriate planning methods
and approaches):
1. Adequate Problem Analysis
2. Linking Planning to Policy Making
3. Data Collection/Utilisation: to be rationalised
4. Prioritisation of Interventions
5. Time and Cost of Planning
6. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
7. Training/Development Knowledge and Skills
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8. Integration of Cross-Cutting Issues
(Nutrition/Gender/Environment…)
9. Complementarity of Different Planning Methods
10. Simplicity and clarity of Planning Methods
11. Promotion of Intersectoral Integrated Planning
12. Participation of Local Actors
III. Lessons/Conclusions
· More efforts upfront leading to improved monitoring
· Crucial Role - Participation all Actors
 - Social Learning Process
· Need for Flexibility (Planning Methods)
· Need for Improvement Monitoring and Evaluation ownership (Management
Tool/Training and Capacity Building)
· Need for Further Operational Methodological Research and Fine-tuning
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ANNEX VI
Panel III Presentation by Professor Paul Reding (University of Namur)
IFAD Seminar on Rural Poverty
Reduction
Panel on Financing Development
Brussels, September 17, 2002
Paul Reding, University of Namur
17/09/2002 (P.R.) 2
Two points
• Debt reduction and government ressources
in perspective
• Principles for efficient and equitable
funding of PR programmes through debt
reduction or ODA
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17/09/2002 (P.R.) 3
Debt service reduction and government ressources
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17/09/2002 (P.R.) 4
Implementing efficient and equitable
funding of PR programmes
• Need for a long term commitment
• Equity issues
• Efficiency issues
• Preference for multilateral funding
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17/09/2002 (P.R.) 5
A long term commitment
• Long horizon of PR programmes
• Debt reduction releases ressources over
many years
• Debt reduction has to be relayed by ODA,
è also long term commitment
• Flow of ressources tailored to absorption
capacity of countries
17/09/2002 (P.R.) 6
Equity issues
• Avoid bias of channelling ressources to the
most indebted countries
• DR and ODA flows to be distributed
according to an objective assessment of HD
needs
à Criterion for DR : HD sustainability instead of
present Debt-to-export ratio
à Change wrt present performance of DR …
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17/09/2002 (P.R.) 7
Distribution of ressources for debt reduction
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17/09/2002 (P.R.) 8
Efficiency issues
• Minimize disincentive effects of increased
transfer of ressources to governments
through DR or ODA
• Parsimonious conditionality
– No gross macroeconomic distorsions
– Insistence on transparent and rigourous
budgetary procedures
– Coherent long term framework for PR
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17/09/2002 (P.R.) 9
Preference for a multilateral
framework
   Long term commitment and equitable
distribution of ressources for PR easier to
achieve
+
Multilateral Aid is untied
Voice for recipients
Link with other « systemic » issues impinging on
development finance
